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A MULTIPLE CASE STUDY 
 
 
Alex Wai Ming Fung 
 
This study explored orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy. 
Many professional orchestras of the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries maintained 
a centralized, hierarchical structure in rehearsal and performance. An emphasis on 
preparing primary and secondary grade school students for real world experiences have 
prompted many orchestra educators to emulate the traditional authoritarian structure of 
professional orchestras. The emergence of student-centered pedagogy and 
democratization of music education in the twentieth century has prompted some orchestra 
educators in schools to employ progressive teaching approaches. Despite research 
addressing orchestral best practices in classrooms and pedagogical orientation, there is 
insufficient research regarding how orchestra educators’ perceived influences on 
pedagogy and pedagogical rationale encourage or discourage teacher- and/or student-
centered teaching methods. 
This study did not compare the efficacy of teacher- and student-centered orchestra 
pedagogy, but examined orchestra educators’ perception of pedagogical influences, 
rationale/justification of pedagogical choice, and influences on the implementation of 
teacher- and/or student-centered instruction. A demographic inventory survey was sent to 
422 orchestra educators in a northeastern region of the United States. Twenty-one factors 
were cited as having an influence on orchestra classroom pedagogy by thirteen orchestra 
educator survey respondents. Of the thirteen survey respondents, five orchestra educators 
participated in this multiple-case study. A close examination of five orchestra educators 
found time, orchestra content, personal philosophy, rapport with students/colleagues, and 
pedagogical knowledge as having shaped teacher- and student-centered pedagogical 
decisions. The majority of research participants did not view themselves as teacher- or 
student-centered, but found various needs to implement both approaches. 
 A cross-examination of pedagogical choice and rationale triggered a discussion on 
the status of orchestra, contextual influences, educators’ sense of self/happiness, what 
student-centered orchestras looks like, and pedagogical freedom. How educators view 
and negotiate these facets of education might dictate the lengths to which they can 
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Student and teacher interaction is one of many critical intersections in education 
(Wong & Wong, 2005). Within this interaction are student and teacher roles that 
characterize their relationship towards learning. Student-centered pedagogy and teacher-
centered pedagogy are two teaching constructs used to conceptualize student and teacher 
learning roles (Cuban, 2009). Teacher-centered (TC) learning is viewed as behaviorist, 
custodial, subject-centered, and transmittal while student-centered (SC) is viewed as 
constructivist, humanistic, and communal (Jackson, 1986; Willower, 1975). SC learning 
environment acknowledges students as active and cognizant members of the learning 
process. TC learning environment acknowledges the teacher as the active member 
imparting knowledge and learning to students (Brown, 2008).  
Many kindergarten through twelfth grade (K-12) public-school music ensemble 
educators continue to teach using TC pedagogy amidst much discussion about greater 
educative implications of using SC pedagogy (i.e., cognitive, creative, aesthetic, and 
moral) (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Brown, 2008; Gilbert, 2016; Scruggs, 2009; Webb, 
2017). What compels educators to teach the way they teach? Educators have much to 
consider when teaching music. The day-to-day operations between teachers and students 
is just one of many factors that affect pedagogy (Abramo, 2016). Teachers’ interactions 
with administrators, perceived self-efficacy, and relationships with students affect 
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pedagogical choice (Fitzhenry, 2010). Decisions between teaching efficacy, tasks, and 
skills are among the first considerations of educators (Ball & Forzani, 2009; Higgins, 
2012). 
TC pedagogy has been a standard learning/teaching method in many public-
school orchestras, where educators, “have been trained in the traditional model of 
rehearsal techniques where students are required to produce music from their instrument, 
but not much else” (Scruggs, 2009, p. 54). The TC orchestra model centralizes musical 
authority by means of seating configurations and ranking musicians’ abilities into 
hierarchical structure. Many orchestral learning methods emphasize TC approaches such 
as aural skill, technical skill, sequential learning targets, corrective feedback, and 
individualized practice (Arnold, 1995; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Littrell & Allen, 2008; 
Maclin, 1993; O’Toole, 2003; Suzuki & Suzuki, 1983). These orchestra learning 
approaches are widely accepted because techniques such as teacher modeling, rote 
memory call and response are regarded as effective practices in the performance-based 
discipline. But to what extent are students actively thinking and forming personal 
understandings in this learning environment? TC music ensemble learning environments 
are common practice in music teacher education programs, thus pre- and early-service 
music ensemble educators perpetuate TC learning models (Allsup, 2015). 
Researchers in the wider educational community have observed educators 
employing TC and SC teaching methods in an effort to straddle a continuum between the 
two (Cuban, 1993, 2009; Delbanco; 1999). Although TC and SC teaching methods can be 
portrayed as two ends of a teaching spectrum, some educators do not view themselves as 
using a single method, but many simultaneously (Zeichner & Liston, 2014). As music 
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educators move from teacher-preparation programs to teaching, educators may enter a 
period in which they explore multiple perspectives that inform their teaching approach 
(Campbell, Thompson, & Barrett, 2012; Feiman-Nemser, 1990a).  
Music education scholars justify various pedagogical orientations by bringing 
attention to music tradition, progression, aesthetics, values and meanings (Allsup, 2016; 
Benedict, 2010; Campbell, Thompson, & Barrett, 2010; Elliott & Silverman, 2015; 
Jorgensen, 2003; Reimer, 2003). However, research is needed to examine orchestra 
educators’ (a) perceived influences on their pedagogical decision, (b) pedagogical 
rationalization, and (c) how these facets of teaching affect their TC and/or SC instruction 
implementation. 
Narrative 
I began teaching junior high school general music in New York State (NYS) 
public-schools in September 2007. I took an elementary and middle school orchestra 
teaching post in 2009 and a high school teaching post in 2019. I had dreamt of being an 
orchestra educator since my high school student experience. As a middle and high school 
student violinist, I looked forward to orchestra lessons and rehearsals because my 
strength as a student was performing the violin. I recognized this to be my strength 
because I studied violin performance outside of school in a one-to-one setting and my 
violin performance abilities surpassed those of my classmates’. I felt accomplished being 
concertmaster of my school, youth, all-county, and area all-state orchestras. In my mind, 
making music was about performing accurately, being a better performer than the person 
sitting next to me, and following directions with extreme precision. I later became 
concertmaster of my college orchestra. As a student, I thought I led my orchestra 
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colleagues as concertmaster, but it wasn’t until I started teaching orchestra that I realized 
how concertmasters follow the conductor just like everyone else. I have been fulfilling 
my conductors’ artistic vision throughout my K-12 and undergraduate experience.  
In all of my experience as a K-12 violin student, I never led a warm-up, a violin 
sectional rehearsal, or an orchestra rehearsal. My involvement in orchestral teacher 
preparation college courses mimicked the practices I adopted as a grade school student. I 
focused on every word, action, and expression of my teachers. I rarely questioned my 
teachers’ musical decisions. This TC-style orchestral education was my initial view of 
learning and teaching music. I unknowingly taught with a TC mindset for several years 
until I realized how uneventful and uninspiring this approach was, and even asked myself 
about the ethics of such an approach. My students were not as intellectually and 
artistically engaged as I intuited. I rarely asked for students to reflect or comment – or to 
truly collaborate to make the ensemble work well. This became apparent one morning 
when in rehearsal, two students reported a missing music stand at their seats, even though 
there was an unused music stand just steps away. I headed towards the extra music stand 
to get it for them, and it struck me how these third-year students had become habituated 
to my solving every problem. They did not think to retrieve the unused music stand 
themselves. I had established a learning culture where the teacher was indispensable in 
almost every way.  
I thought I had been helping, but my teaching approach at the time was hindering 
students’ ability to think and act independently. If that was the case for preparing a 
rehearsal space, imagine the impact on our musical experience. I had brainwashed my 
students into thinking that orchestra was a time to do as they were told, to perform 
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accurately on command, not to question authority, and to wait for further instruction. 
From that moment on, I asked students to take on more responsibilities. My elementary 
and middle school students aimed to please so getting the rehearsal space set up was easy. 
However, I made it clear that while setting up the rehearsal space pleases me, the act of 
preparing the rehearsal space fosters everyone’s musical productivity. After all, the aim 
of education should not be to please educators, even if it is notable that certain 
researchers have found the act of appeasing teachers as a motivating factor for some 
students (Lepper, Corpus, & Iyengar, 2005). Over the next several weeks, months, and 
years, I gradually increased student responsibility from menial tasks to complex musical 
engagement and cognitive engagement. I made a conscious effort to change my teaching 
approach because my students exhibited excessive signs of teacher dependence. I 
redefined my own identity and philosophy as an educator. My pedagogical practice 
followed suit. 
In 2015, my fifth- and sixth-grade students collaboratively composed pieces for 
small ensembles and string orchestra. I did not purposefully steer discussions on topics 
such as consonant or dissonant harmonies or musical form. Students explored these 
details as a class. I refrained from giving suggestions because these composition projects 
belonged to them. I provided definitions and resources at students’ request. These student 
compositions were later performed in their annual spring concerts. As the United States 
was scheduled to elect new government officials in the fall of 2016, my high school 
orchestra colleague and I saw this as an opportunity for students to explore the concept of 
freedom and democracy. We explored questions such as: What does freedom mean and 
how could we as educators help student musicians realize or experience this concept 
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through the orchestra ensemble setting? We felt it was time for students to choose, 
prepare, rehearse, conduct, and perform without our direct instruction. 
My colleague guided her seventh-grade, eighth-grade, and high school orchestra 
ensembles while I guided my fifth- and sixth-grade orchestra ensembles in a conductor-
less framework. Our role was to step aside and our students would create a learning 
environment that resembled scenes from Golding & Epstein’s 1954 Lord of the Flies in 
orchestra class. Students had to collectively decide on how to make decisions, 
compromise, practice, and assess orchestra rehearsals. These are ensemble practices 
traditionally managed by educators/conductors. This freedom encouraged students to 
develop their own orchestra learning culture/structure that required tactful collaboration 
and reflection. Once that was established, students found themselves in a communal 
learning environment where speaking for oneself was an act of contribution, dialogue, 
and freedom from oppression.  
I found a SC approach that seemed to offer an educational experience based on 
student ideas. Instead of having students realize my musical goals, students identified 
their musical goals. Students usually follow the lead of their teachers, but students must 
find personal meaning in their musical journey. Why did it take me years to reassess my 
TC teaching method before incorporating a more SC approach? I do not fault my earlier 
teachers for modeling TC experiences I ultimately emulated. I am eternally grateful for 





The education of teachers is a complex activity (Basturkmen, Loewen, & Ellis, 
2004; Millican, 2007; Zheng & Borg, 2014). Music education also contains many 
complexities and tensions between liberal ideals (i.e., progressive, non-traditional) and 
institutionalized (common, traditional) performance-based agendas (Higgins, 2012). 
There is room to address this tension in teacher education programs so pre-service music 
educators can negotiate between TC and SC methods (Abramo, 2016). Yet, many music 
ensemble educators enter their classrooms only to find themselves perpetuating TC 
learning models and are slow to shift away from traditional teaching practices (the 
conservatory paradigm) towards newer teaching methods (Allsup, 2015, 2016; Jorgensen, 
2003). Educators complacent about oppressive learning paradigms will limit the scope of 
21st-century skills for students (Shuler, 2011). 
Many educators entering a public-school tenure track position find themselves 
under close administration observation and scrutiny. Untenured educators must prove a 
certain level of teaching effectiveness to their school administrators before entering a 
long-term employment agreement (Kelly, 2015). Educators with initial certification must 
receive one year of mentoring from a tenured teacher as part of a NYS mandate (NYSED, 
2015). In addition to fulfilling these requirements, new educators find themselves on a 
team of in-service and veteran music educators who have established a music learning 
culture rooted in prescribed teaching models that is the lay of the land or as labor unions 
call it, past practice and thus enforceable. Therefore, some educators may or may not 
have a choice in their pedagogical approach. 
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NYS public-school music educators continue to implement state standards that 
produce student competencies reflecting learning processes and outcomes that were more 
prevalent in the 20th century. But in the past decade, professional organizations such as 
the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards and the State Education Agency Directors 
of Arts Education are encouraging states to revise their arts standards to reflect 21st-
century music learning needs (SEADAE, 2014; The College Board, 2011) and perhaps 
adapt or adopt the National Core Arts Standards.  
There are many expectations of pre- and in-service music educators in addition to 
personal, philosophical, theoretical, and practical issues that impact educators’ 
pedagogical choices. This study focuses on orchestra educators in particular, and how 
they grapple with this pedagogical challenge. With this in mind, what informs NYS 
public-school orchestra educators’ pedagogical decisions? How are orchestra educators 
making decisions to implement TC and/or SC teaching methods? What are some tensions 
orchestra educators face when their preferred teaching method(s) are misaligned with the 
values of their school system? 
Theoretical framework 
A theoretical framework is a lens/perspective used to guide researchers in 
seeking, defining, and interpreting phenomena (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). Choosing 
an effective lens for research is dependent on the aim, questions, and needs of the 
research study. I used Creswell and Creswell’s (2018) social constructivist lens to 
research and build meaning from my research participants’ experiences. Social 
constructivists recognize the complex and subjective views held by individuals. The 
researcher’s role is to bring forth participants’ views of the situation being studied 
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through discussions and interactions (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Creswell and Creswell 
(2018) also highlight the importance of addressing participants’ historical and cultural 
settings as these contexts support participants’ perspectives.  
I also adopted an interpretive and ecological paradigm in this study. Similar to a 
social constructivist approach, this interpretive paradigm accepts what people know and 
believe to be true about the world (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). Truths and principles 
are seen through the lens and contexts developed by the subjects themselves (Geertz, 
2017/1973). LeCompte and Schensul (2010) have stated that “Interpretivists argue that 
reality differs, depending on whose reality is considered. Thus, different people have 
different versions of what is true; they can have differing perspectives on the same 
events” (p. 67). Ecological research focuses on individuals, institutions, and the 
environment (Kottak, 1999; McElroy & Townsend 2014; Poggie, DeWalt & Dressler 
1992). The aim of an ecological lens is to understand how individuals exist and interact in 
social systems. There are few assumptions about how the system works because this 
information emerges throughout the research (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). A high 
incidence of variation among educators’ responses was expected throughout the study. 
Three perspectives are briefly mentioned here to list how music educators develop 
their views of teaching. These perspectives are expanded upon in the literature review. 
Jorgensen (2014) presented five values developed by music educators in philosophizing 
about music education. Jorgensen labeled these values as “a broad view, a personal 
perspective, a constructive vision, a relevant plan, and the courage to speak” when 
philosophizing (p. 5). Each value is an approach towards greater understanding of music 
education and resembles how an educator might approach music pedagogy. In a report on 
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conceptual orientations in teacher education, Feiman-Nemser (1990a) highlighted five 
observed orientations that guide educators: “academic, personal, critical, technical, and 
practical” (p. 1-10). These orientations are roles adopted by educators. In examining 
Feiman-Nemser’s (1990a) work, Campbell, Thompson, and Barrett (2012) argued for a 
more personal orientation towards music education and noted that each orientation can be 
seen as a source that informs music pedagogy. Campbell et al. (2012) summarized their 
understanding of personal orientation: 
   The challenge for music educators is in knowing how to work with and through 
these belief structures to foster in these future teachers an eagerness to explore 
new directions in education, an eagerness to differentiate between theoretical 
positions, and a recognition that the educational worlds they knew and 
experienced may be very different from the contexts in which they will find 
themselves teaching. (p. 79) 
 
In building up to this conclusion, Campbell, Thompson, and Barrett (2010) had suggested 
an exercise where pre- and in-service educators respond to writing prompts about factors 
influencing their decision to become a music educator and how the factors led to their 
teaching characteristics. These teaching characteristics were later categorized forming the 
various orientations.  
Based on the idea that educators recognize people, places, things, and ideas as 
stepping stones in teacher orientation development, I believe educators also rationalize 
their teacher- and student-centeredness based on people, places, things, and ideas. I began 
looking for alternative ways of teaching orchestra after realizing issues in my approach. 
Music education graduate coursework affirmed that need for transformation. My 
students’ monotonous learning experience as well as my graduate coursework 
encouraged and influenced me to implement a more student-centered approach. 
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The goal of this study was to explore orchestra educators’ teaching orientation(s) 
by connecting observable practice, educators’ theoretical perspective and knowledge, and 
educators’ reflection on practice. Investigation into educators’ pedagogical rationale 
within various contexts shed some light on educational complexities when implementing 
orchestral teaching methodologies.  
Conceptual framework 
A conceptual framework is used to ground the study in relevant knowledge bases 
by illustrating the study’s key concepts/components within the defined problem (Rocco 
& Plakhotnik, 2009). I framed the study by examining orchestra educators’ perceived 
influences on their pedagogy, their pedagogical rationale, and how these elements inform 
the implementation of their TC and/or SC teaching methods. Because conceptual 
frameworks are constructed by the researcher, not found, the conceptual framework 
includes ideas and beliefs a researcher holds about the phenomena to be studied 
(Maxwell, 2005). My initial conceptual framework emerged from my experience as a 
public-school orchestra educator and this study’s literature review. An educator’s 
pedagogical rationale may be informed and influenced by several factors (e.g., students, 
school culture and environment, stakeholders, curriculum, professional development, 
experiences as a student, and state and national policies). These elements may impact 
(i.e., encourage or discourage) ways in which educators implement instruction.  
Orchestra educators in this study identified various influences that affect their 
pedagogical decisions because educators teach in different contexts from one another, 
experience different teacher education programs, and interact with various student 
populations. The social constructivist lens implies that there may be multiple models of 
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how educators view and interact with influential factors. What is known to one person 
(even within the same context) may be different from another person within the same 
culture/community (Crotty, 1998; Geertz, 2017/1973).  
The conceptual framework in Figure 1 is my illustration of concepts contributing 
to teacher- and/or student-centered teaching method implementation. An orchestra 
educator (a) perceives and considers various influential elements that affect their 
pedagogy, (b) rationalizes/justifies his/her pedagogy, and (c) implements teacher- and/or 
student-centered instruction in reciprocity. Elements of these three facets were examined 
in five NYS public-school orchestra educators’ teaching observations, document reviews, 
self-reflections, and interviews. 
 




As evidenced, music education scholars justify pedagogical orientations by citing 
various facets of music and learning processes. For a multitude of reasons, TC music 
ensemble pedagogy remains the dominant approach (Allsup, 2016). Despite research 
addressing orchestral best practices in classrooms and pedagogical orientation, there is 
insufficient research regarding how orchestra educators’ perceived influences on 
pedagogy and pedagogical rationale encourage or discourage TC and/or SC teaching 
methods. The majority of research comparing TC and SC method provides theoretical 
application and outcomes of TC and SC methods. Research is needed to understand what 
orchestra educators consider influential to their pedagogy and how these influences 
impact their decision to implement TC and/or SC approaches. 
Purpose 
The specific purpose of this study was to explore five New York State public-
school orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy and their rationale for 
choosing their teaching method. 
Research Questions 
 To carry out the purpose of this study, the following research questions were 
addressed: 
1. What influences participants’ orchestra classroom pedagogy? 
2. How do participants rationalize/justify their pedagogical choice? 
3. What influences participants’ implementation of TC and/or SC instruction? 
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Research Methodology Overview 
This qualitative study was a multiple-case study of five NYS public-school 
orchestra music educators and their pedagogical rationale and perceived pedagogical 
influences that affected their TC and/or SC instruction implementation. Research method 
scholars provided varying definitions of case studies because case studies are unique in 
the type of investigations researchers propose (Creswell, 2007). Wiersma and Jurs (2009) 
defined a case study as, “a detailed examination of a specific event, an organization, or a 
school system” (p. 241). A specific event (phenomenon) can refer to the act of teaching. 
Merriam and Tisdell (2016) defined a qualitative case study as, “an in-depth description 
and analysis of a bounded system” (p. 37). A bounded system describes a setting or 
organization and can be characterized as an entity enclosed from the larger context (i.e., a 
school within a school district).  
Stake (2006) defined a case as a, “noun” (p. 1). The case (or cases) is a person, 
place, or thing where a researcher can examine its function within their context. Stake’s 
(2006) definition of a case is more aligned with the intent of this research study. This 
qualitative case study provides unique accounts of public-school orchestra music 
educators’ experiences. A case in this study refers to an individual public-school 
orchestra music educator (participant). A multiple-case study examines two or more 
cases. Researchers choose to conduct multiple-case studies for comparative analysis and 
to report variation in subject characteristics (Wiersma & Jurs, 2009).  
Yin (2018) supports the use of case studies when examining complex 
relationships between phenomena. Using a phenomenological and an ethnographic 
approach in this research takes historical, contextual, cultural, and ecological influences 
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into consideration towards greater understanding of the issue. Participants provided 
narratives/reflections to tell stories about their professional history, experience, and 
practice. LeCompte and Schensul (2010) suggested using compressed or rapid 
ethnographic assessments or focused ethnography as a way to obtain data quickly from 
multiple sectors of a community on a pressing issue or problem. Data collection in 
compressed/rapid ethnography usually spans three days to six weeks as opposed to 
several months or years.  
This multiple-case study focused on educators and their perceptions of influences 
on pedagogy (i.e., students, school environment, curriculum, teaching methods, views of 
“orchestra” – determined by participants) as subunits of analysis to the study. Incidental 
data (i.e., work/teaching space, lesson schedule) appeared as subunits in the study. 
Description from data did not solely focus on cultural aspects. However, this study 
revealed behaviors among educators that addressed the research questions.  
 This study contained elements of narrative inquiry as narratives from educators 
and sources were used to assemble descriptions of how orchestra educators in NYS 
choose pedagogy (Clandinin & Connelly, 1994). Narrative data generated from 
interviews were later transcribed and analyzed by the researcher. Using this approach 
provided rich descriptions of events, situations, and personal histories. Responses to one 
open-ended survey question was also included to gain a broader sense of what influences 
orchestra educators’ pedagogical choices. 
Summary 
 As learning traditions change in various academic disciplines, music educators 
must ask, how are we progressing in musical arts education? Are orchestra traditions 
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changing in public-schools? If so, what prompts educators to implement traditional and 
non-traditional pedagogical approaches? This study explored and examined five NYS 
public-school orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy, their rationale 
for choosing their teaching method, and how various influences affected their 
implementation of TC and/or SC instruction using a qualitative multiple-case study 
approach.  
The following is a brief overview of the chapters in this study. Chapter I provides 
an introduction to the issues surrounding public-school orchestra pedagogical choice. 
Chapter II presents a review of literature on pedagogy, teacher- and student-centered 
learning, and factors that influence teaching. Chapter III provides details about this 
study’s methodology, data collection, and data analysis processes. Chapters IV and V 
present findings and a cross-case analysis of findings. Chapter VI discusses findings from 
this study in relation to music education literature. Finally, Chapter VII offers a summary 
of the study, conclusions, recommendations for orchestra educators, and 








 The purpose of this literature review is to provide historical and contemporary 
perspectives surrounding this study. The following review consists of seven sections. 
Section one examines pedagogical conceptualizations since the 20th century in education. 
Scholars’ and researchers’ theoretical and practical stances in pedagogical development 
are presented. The second section focuses on pedagogy in music education. Philosophical 
stances of how music is interpreted and learned become sources of pedagogical rationale. 
The third section highlights TC and SC perspectives in education with the development 
of educational psychology in the 20th century. The fourth section reviews TC and SC 
perspectives in music education. The fifth section addresses implementation of both TC 
and SC methods in combination. The sixth section examines factors that influence 
teaching. The final section reviews educators’ pedagogical decision-making. All sections 
contain implications of pedagogical choices. 
Section 1: Pedagogies.  
The term, “pedagogy” comes from the Greek character, “pedagogue,” which 
characterizes a person who accompanies a child to school (Hall, 1905, pg. 375). The term 
became noticeably popular in describing education at the turn of the 20th century as 
progressive academics such as John Dewey saw educators as facilitators of learning 
rather than orators. It was assumed that pedagogy would rescue the child so that the child 
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could function as a productive participant in society (Popkewitz, 1998). The term 
pedagogy has evolved to describe educational concepts (theories) and teaching approach 
(practice).  
Educational concepts in terms of pedagogical theories are developed to highlight 
the extremely complex nature of teaching to improve the range and flexibility of human 
thinking and action (Stones, 1989). In practice, Grossman (2005) defined pedagogy as (a) 
classroom instruction and interaction; and (b) tasks and assignments. Instruction includes 
various teaching strategies used by faculty such as case-based teaching, simulations, and 
role-playing. Interactions include relationships established among teachers and students. 
Teacher and student interactions inform subsequent learning (Kessels, Koster, Lagerwerf, 
Wubbels, & Korthagen, 2001). Tasks and assignments are elements in pedagogy that 
focuses the attention of students on problems of practice. Students exercise reasoning and 
critical thinking skills while interacting with teachers, however, it isn’t without criticism 
that when pedagogical theories turn into applications, the delivery may seem simplistic 
and anti-educational (Stones, 1989).  
So where does pedagogical choice begin? Who and what determines how 
educators teach? In some cases, teachers teach in the way they were taught because they 
are most familiar with their experiences as learners (Broudy, 1963; Gage, 2009; Gaskins 
& Elliot, 1991; Lyons, 1997). Educators form their own ideas of teaching and learning 
while observing teachers who taught them (Boardman, 1990; Richards, 1998). Teaching 
and pedagogy are thus greatly informed by teacher preparation programs (Metallidou, 
2009). Educators having experienced a wide range of tutelage may enter teaching with 
many pedagogical views.  
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Dewey (1897; 1915) saw individuals (learners) as social beings, influenced by a 
learning environment that reflects everyday challenges outside of school. In this sense, 
pedagogy may be informed by society with emphasis on social collaboration within 
learning activities. Dewey (1903; 1938) also emphasized the need to focus on learners 
and their interests. This SC approach should not be construed as a teaching approach 
without teacher guidance (Dewey, 1902). The educator makes instructional decisions and 
the curriculum encompasses student needs and an educator’s professional judgment.  
Nordyke (2011) found that although educators make pedagogical decisions based 
largely on their pre-service education and students’ needs, lesson objectives and 
academic content standards weighed heavily on teaching models. Content standards are 
generally established by federal and state legislation. Public schools in the United States 
are governed by policy created by state and local government education authorities 
(Alexander & Alexander, 2012). Because the majority of legislators and policy makers in 
federal, state, and local governments are not education experts, a commission or 
education board is created with the authority to adopt and enforce education policy 
(NYSSBA & NYSBA, 2012). In the latter half of the 20th century, during the 
international space race, the publication of A Nation at Risk, and Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act led to teacher reformation movements that emphasized standardized 
assessments as means to hold teachers accountable (Abeles, 2010). The Music Educators 
National Conference (now National Association for Music Education (NAfME)) was a 
large professional organization of music educators that made content standard 
recommendations to education governing bodies for music education policy adoption.  
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On a more local level of environmental influence, school districts play a role in 
affecting teacher pedagogy. Wagner and Madsen-Copas (2002) argued that school culture 
has more influence on school improvement than state academic standards and curriculum. 
Culture, in this context, is a set of perceptions and behaviors adopted by a significant 
number of people within a social group (D’Andrade, 1992). New teachers entering the 
field are still learning how to teach and much of their early teaching experiences will 
shape their future practice (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). Grossman and Thompson (2004) 
found school district organization to be decisive factors in teacher growth and instruction. 
New York State mandates that all untenured teachers entering a public-school system 
receive one year of mentoring from a tenured teacher as part of teacher training, in an 
effort to integrate and retain new teachers (NYSSBA & NYSBA, 2012). The tasks, 
resources, learning environment, assessments, and conversations had by first year 
teachers in a new school affects how teachers navigate throughout their career (Grossman 
& Thompson, 2004). In a 2010 study, Fitzhenry (2010) found a relationship between 
perceived school culture and teachers’ choice of pedagogy. The actions of administrators, 
teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, and student personalities were most influential in 
teachers’ choice of instructional practice. The school culture, largely shaped by its 
members, can also be a marginalizing experience forcing educators to employ multiple 
personality traits to fit the school norm (Sargent, 1998; Sears, 2010).  
However, it is not only educators who are marginalized in school. A school’s 
decision to implement certain curricula has great impact on teachers’ pedagogy. Apple 
(2004) posited that schools have the power to reproduce social patterns and power 
relations from one generation of learners to another. Apple (2004) uncovers a form of 
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“hidden curriculum” by way of activities and practice in obedience in a kindergarten 
class (p. 54). The teacher in this case taught with an authoritative approach.  
One of the most influential pedagogues in the past century to challenge injustice 
was Paulo Freire. Freire (2000) made the case that systemic injustice in learning is caused 
by those in authority (i.e., teachers, administrators) by way of suppressing dialogue. 
Students must have opportunities to ask questions and challenge norms towards greater 
understanding. But Freire’s ideas go beyond dialogue between teacher and student. Freire 
(2005) presented the concept of conscientization which is an awareness of, and response 
to, psychological, political, theological, and social oppression. A curriculum that overly 
emphasizes teacher direct instruction may suppress students’ independent thinking 
development. This is an example of traditional pedagogy maintaining and sustaining a 
specific status quo. 
Gloria Watkins, better known as bell hooks, expands on Freire’s conscientization 
by speaking against race, gender, and class inequalities. hooks (1994) incorporated 
Buddhist teachings of Thich Nhat Hanh in teaching and learning towards healing by 
encouraging students to share stories, consider others, and have difficult conversations. It 
is important to note, however, that while some educators aim to teach about social 
injustice by focusing on particular groups of people, doing so may in turn marginalize 
others (Hess, 2017; hooks, 1994). Teachers willing to recognize their own personal biases 
as a way to realize pedagogical marginalization become more compassionate educators 




Section 2: Pedagogies in Music Education 
Approaches to pedagogy and justifications of certain methods over others have 
been expressed in music education. This section presents established philosophies of 
music education that have informed music pedagogy. From 1970 to 2003, Bennett 
Reimer published three editions of A Philosophy of Music Education, which is described 
by some as the foundational work of music education (Hansen, 2014). Reimer’s (1964; 
2003) idea of music experience and learning was that music meaning derived from 
several (often inexplicable) sources dependent on the consciousness and unconsciousness 
of its participants. Activities and content of a school music curriculum should reflect the 
processes in which people arrive to musical meaning if music is to elicit aesthetic 
reactions. This is an open interpretation to how music could be taught and learned 
compared to traditional behaviorist methods. Along this constructivist view, Greene 
(1988) wrote: 
   What [Dewey] sometimes called the, “anaesthetic” in experience is what numbs 
people and prevents them from reaching out, from launching inquiries. For 
Dewey, experience becomes fully conscious only when meanings derived from 
earlier experience enter in through the exercise of the imaginative capacity, since 
imagination, “is the only gateway through which these meanings can find their 
way into a present interaction; or rather… the conscious adjustment of the new 
and the old is imagination.” (Dewey, 1934, p. 263, qtd. in Green, 1988, p. 125) 
 
Imagination is a way for learners to gain a deeper understanding of concepts and expand 
upon its possibilities. Reimer (2003) respected imagination, did not reduce music 
learning to refining music production skills, and pushed for holistic curricula that 
addressed human curiosity and being. Reimer’s vision of music education embraced 
reflections from all music participants (performer and listener). Sharing music reflections 




It is difficult not to reduce music understanding to skill-based production because 
orchestra ensemble music education in the United States is modeled after Western 
classical performance traditions. K-12 public-school and music conservatories in the U.S. 
view instrumental music learning as performance-based (Draisey-Collishaw, 2007). 
Elliott (1995) and Regelski (2005; 2011) presented a praxial philosophy of music 
education that claimed musical understanding is primarily attained through music 
performance. Elliott posited that those with music performance skills are able to respond 
to musical works. Draisey-Collishaw (2007) further highlighted debates held between 
aesthetic and praxial music education scholars writing “It may be that it is not so much a 
case of blind acceptance, but rather application in order to justify the contemporary focus 
on performing in music education” (Detels, 1999 qtd. in Draisey-Collishaw, 2007, p. 31).  
In a broader performance-based philosophy, Suzuki focused on the learning of 
music through social interactions. Learning music through the Suzuki method emphasizes 
musical aural skill through language acquisition techniques (Starr, 2000; Suzuki, 2013). 
Elements of cognitive educational psychology and behavioral learning aim to promote a 
sense of joy when playing music in a group setting. Many beginning orchestra programs 
across the U.S. (public and private settings) use the Suzuki method because of its 
appropriateness in the early childhood learning sequence (Krigbaum, 2005). 
K-12 music education includes classroom music (commonly referred to as general 
music) that explores music in various capacities where instrumental and music 
performance are facets of a larger curriculum. Both general and instrumental music can 
become spaces where educators exercise authoritative or shared learning experiences. 
Allsup (2015; 2016) presented ideas of open and closed learning environments where 
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some music classes have become entrenched in master-apprentice, lock-step, and limiting 
ways while others are open, shared, and pluralistic in encouraging diverse ideas. Allsup 
(2016) challenged educators to explore various learning formats and invite more student 
dialogue in the learning process. Similarly, Jorgensen (2003) argued that music educators 
should accept multiple views of music learning. Exclusively following one philosophy, 
pedagogy, or method is to limit and suspend transformation. Some educators are 
comfortable with their teaching approach while other educators feel marginalized by 
following traditional practices (Jorgensen, 2003). Educators should also be free to 
explore new teaching approaches and challenge traditional practice. Reaching beyond the 
confines of traditional practice might encourage students to do the same.  
Rodriguez (2004) invited readers and music educators to expand musical content 
in curricula by exploring popular music. This is an example of educators choosing a 
pedagogy that is inclusive (Rotjan, 2017). Including popular music in classroom music is 
another way to captivate today’s K-12 learners. But even Green (2008) found that some 
students may not view popular music in the classroom curriculum as, “popular” as 
students’ preferences constantly shift and the appeal disappears (p. 90).  
Jorgensen (2014) presented five values in philosophizing about music education 
as a way to showcase various influences, perspectives, and considerations that inform 
educators’ pedagogical choice: a broad view, a personal perspective, a constructive 
vision, a relevant plan, and the courage to speak. A broad view begins with building on 
philosophical heritages that are our own and carefully reflecting on those that are 
unknown or distant from our own (p. 6). Educators entering a new setting may find 
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themselves carrying their own pedagogical vision, others’ views, and even forming new 
ideas with their community.  
A personal perspective is a call to heed one’s own perspective: “It is possible to 
become so caught up in the ideas of other writers that one forgets about the imperative of 
articulating one’s own perspective […] to develop one’s own argument” (Jorgensen, 
2014, p. 10). Teaching the way we were taught is an example of adopting another’s 
perspective. Although Allsup and Jorgensen recommended keeping an open mind in 
practice and generating ideas, Jorgensen (2014) finds solace by stating, “Enough of 
other’s views and words: what are my own?” (p. 10). A constructive vision revisits 
Jorgensen’s (2003) postmodern argument where she encourages educators to be critical 
of ideologies. Jorgensen (2014) reminds us that philosophers are in search of truths and 
by interrogating modern beliefs, educators may discover new ideas. 
A relevant plan refers to an educator’s ability to apply philosophical and 
pedagogical thought to (a) address the immediate context in which one serves and (b) 
prepare learners for challenges in their lifetime (Jorgensen, 2014). Lastly, the courage to 
speak encourages educators to communicate their ideas. Jorgensen (2014) aptly describes 
the anticipated and real tension that may arise; however, carefully measured ideas 
expressed eloquently and gracefully can empower individuals (as well as the collective).  
Novice educators may feel a sense of security in implementing instruction that is 
familiar and experienced through practice in teacher-preparation programs. As Jorgensen 
(2003; 2014) suggests, novice teachers will retreat to their comfort zone and rarely test 
the boundaries, leading to a stagnant music learning experience. This, Abramo (2016) 
suggested, is why educators in teacher-preparation programs must go beyond teaching 
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basic skills and include opportunities for pre-service teachers to experience creative 
learning spaces. Abramo (2016) gave attention to the impact of teacher-preparation 
programs and their potentially long-lasting effects.  
From teacher-preparation programs to teaching, many educators explore multiple 
perspectives to inform their teaching approach (Campbell et al., 2012; Feiman-Nemser, 
1990a). Feiman-Nemser (1990a) presented five orientations that guide educators: 
academic, personal, critical, technical, and practical. An academic orientation describes 
teaching as transmitting knowledge, where the teacher is the “leader, scholar, [and] 
subject matter specialist” (p. 2). Music education (along with general education) has 
traditionally recognized the teacher as a figure of knowledge; however, there is ongoing 
discussion of the status of hierarchical models in music education (Schmidt, 2016). 
Educators following an academic orientation are guided by the discipline in which they 
teach, but subjects and facts are only facets of education. 
A personal orientation characterizes the teacher as a learner (Feiman-Nemser, 
1990a). The teacher aims to develop his/her craft as well as understanding his/her 
discipline. Educators able to acquire new music technologies and teaching theories 
experience a resocialization process that keeps them informed of contemporary practices 
(Campbell et al., 2012; Feiman-Nemser, 1990b). Educators with a personal orientation 
are guided by their need to develop themselves. The critical orientation takes a 
progressive social vision and a critical view of schooling (Feiman-Nemser, 1990a). 
Educators in a critical orientation champion ideas of social and political justice. Allsup 
and Benedict (2008) directed attention to the oppressive hierarchical structure of today’s 
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instrumental school ensemble music programs and how music educators remain divided 
because of personal and societal influences.  
A technical orientation “focuses attention on knowledge derived from the 
scientific study of teaching” (Feiman-Nemser, 1990a, p. 8). Educators become informed 
about practice and pedagogy by consuming scientific research, contributing to the body 
of knowledge through their own research, and reflecting on effectiveness of researched 
pedagogy (Good & Brophy, 1984; 2008). In music education (and general education), 
teaching context, students, and methods continue to change; there may be more than one 
effective response to issues; and using research-based arguments can be much more 
persuasive in generating policy (Abeles & Conway, 2010). Lastly, a practical orientation 
focuses on the immediate, unique, localized forces that affect pedagogy (Feiman-Nemser, 
1990a). Educators also refer to past teaching experiences to inform subsequent practice. 
Music educators must recognize the needs of their own students to effectively develop 
and implement teaching strategies (Olson, 2012). 
The challenge is for educators to recognize these orientations, use these teaching 
lenses to explore new pedagogical concepts, and apply to an ever-changing teaching 
landscape (Campbell et al., 2012). Campbell et al. (2012) advocated a personal 
orientation to teaching. Music educators, in this regard, are reflective of their role in the 
learning process; not specifically focusing on program structure, but working on 
transforming traditional paradigms through their mind’s eye. Part of this conceptual lens 
requires personal agency. Agency refers to transformative roles music educators adopt. 
Campbell et al. (2012) cite Zeichner and Liston’s (1996) transformative practices such as 
questioning assumptions and values, attentiveness to institutional and cultural contexts, 
  
28 
and maintaining professional development. One of the more important concepts of this 
lens is the ability of music educators to see themselves as partners among students and 
music content while navigating (and shaping) societal expectations.  
Section 3: Teacher- and Student-Centered Learning Theories 
Learning theories in psychology have been used to describe, explain, and possibly 
predict musical behavior (Taetle & Cutietta, 2002). Educational psychology theories 
inform educators of factors that enable and affect learning. Constructivist, behaviorist, 
and social cognitive theories characterize and support two major education concepts: 
teacher-centered (TC) and student-centered (SC) learning. This section explores TC and 
SC learning within educational psychology perspectives and theories. 
Teacher-Centered Learning Theories. Behaviorist and cognitive theories 
characterize TC learning. Behaviorist approaches were widely used before the 1960s, 
before the scientific community’s greater focus on cognitive psychology. Behaviorism 
identifies the cause-and-effect relationship between stimuli and responses (Ormrod, 
2008). Watson (1913) posited external stimuli elicit observable responses. Watson and 
Raynor (1920) studied how fear can be learned through a process called “conditioned 
emotional reactions,” better known as classical conditioning (p. 1). Classical conditioning 
is learning in which a stimulus that initially had no effect on the individual comes to elicit 
a response through its association with a stimulus that already elicits the response 
(Sigelman & Rider, 2009).  
Near the middle of the 20th century, Skinner (1953) expanded on Watson’s 
research with a concept called “operant conditioning” (p. 65). A learner’s behavior 
becomes either more or less probable depending on the consequences it produces 
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(Skinner, 1953). A learner first behaves in a particular way and then comes to associate 
this action with the positive or negative consequences that follow it (Sigelman & Rider, 
2009). People tend to repeat behaviors resulting in pleasant consequences rather than 
repeat behaviors resulting in negative consequences. One such example is when music 
educators praise students in positive and negative forms to foster desired performance 
outcomes (Estes, 2013).  
Thorndike (1898) and Skinner (1938, 1953) found ways to condition repeated 
behavior into an autonomous action. Their idea of operant behavior is described as, 
“learning by doing” (Lesgold, 2001). One musical approach that highlights this form of 
behaviorism is to drill and practice musical pitch and rhythm repeatedly as a way of 
learning (Gordon, 2007). Skinner’s operant conditioning uses reinforcement and 
punishment to cause an effect. Reinforcement occurs when a consequence strengthens a 
response or makes it more likely to occur (Sigelman & Rider, 2009). Positive 
reinforcement is when a, “positive” action (e.g., a pleasant hug) is added after a behavior 
to make a behavior more probable in the future. The recipient of the stimuli perceives 
what is, “positive” and it is the recipient who decides how to behave afterward. Negative 
reinforcement is when a negative or unpleasant stimulus is removed after the situation to 
reinforce a future behavior.  
Contrary to reinforcement is punishment. Positive punishment is when an 
unpleasant event is added to a situation following a behavior (e.g., unpleasant scolding). 
Negative punishment is when something pleasant is removed from the situation following 
a behavior (e.g., losing privileges). The alternative to reinforcing or punishing is ignoring 
a behavior. This is known as extinction (Sigelman & Rider, 2009). Although behaviorism 
  
30 
acknowledges ties between environment and organism and emphasizes active learning 
(Wilson & Meyers, 2000), action is ultimately determined by environment rather than by 
self (Taetle & Cutietta, 2002). 
Student-Centered Learning Theories. SC learning has roots in the progressive 
education movement and constructivism. The progressive education movement was a 
revolt against formalism in education and was regarded as a social reformation in the 
struggle for equality (Cremin, 1964; White, 1957). Since then, progressivism has been 
understood as basing instruction on the needs, interest, and developmental stage of 
students; encouraging discovery and self-directed learning through purposeful activities; 
and promoting community, cooperation, tolerance, justice, and democratic equality 
(Labree, 2005).  
SC learning is largely based on constructivism, a psychological and philosophical 
learning perspective (Bruning, Schraw, Norby, & Ronning, 2010). Perspectives within 
constructivism are exogenous, endogenous, and dialectical (Bruning et al., 2010). 
Exogenous constructivism refers to knowledge acquisition through reconstruction with 
the external world. Knowing is (a) formed through experiences and interactions with 
others and (b) validated by environment factors. The environment presents affordances or 
actionable opportunities for individuals to perceive and experience music (Custodero, 
2005; Gibson, 1977). Custodero (2005) found active musical engagement and imitation 
among young children when children observed one another. “Perceived affordances in an 
environment and space invite interactions, thereby providing feedback necessary to 
facilitate further engagement” (p. 188).  
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Endogenous constructivism claims knowledge is formed through cognitive 
abstraction based on prior knowledge. Piaget’s (1952b) theory of cognitive development 
included environmental influences as part of knowledge construction. However, Piaget 
gave more credit to children’s thinking capability in his theory. Children can interpret and 
respond to new events using existing schemes (Ormrod, 2008; Piaget, 1952b). Piaget’s 
idea of conservation posits that knowledge is held in one’s mind until it is challenged by 
an experience that prompts revision of that knowledge (Pflederer, 1963; Piaget, 
1952b). Environmental interactions do not affect learning in endogenous constructivism. 
Dialectical constructivism is the combination of exogenous and endogenous perspectives. 
Knowledge is formed through abstract cognition and environmental interaction.  
Dewey and Vygotsky champion the dialectical perspective. Constructivist 
learning theory is based on the idea that individuals construct their own meaning and 
understanding (Dewey, 1897). Dewey believed learning involved psychological and 
sociological influences. Learning processes occur within the mind and are shaped by 
social conditions. Dewey’s counteractive stance towards learning norms was the focus of 
his psychological observations in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Dewey 
envisioned education beyond authoritarianism and rote learning. Education’s purpose is 
to provide learners with the knowledge and skills needed to function within society 
(Dewey, 1900). Dewey (1897) had stated that, “Only true education comes through the 
stimulation of the child’s powers by the demands of the social situation through which he 
finds himself” (p. 3). Dewey’s democratic classroom also promoted values beyond 
tradition. Students are encouraged to share their understanding, thus contributing multiple 
perspectives (Dewey, 1916/1997). 
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Vygotsky further developed constructivism by examining relationships formed in 
supporting social learning environments (1934/1986; 1978). Similar to Dewey, Vygotsky 
viewed school as an institution that promotes learning and citizenship. Vygotsky posited 
that learning and development are context dependent. This is not to claim that learning 
only occurs within particular settings. Learning is a reorganization of mental structures 
affected by social interactions. Vygotsky (1978) developed a key concept called the Zone 
of Proximal Development (ZPD) to support social learning. ZPD is, “the distance 
between the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving 
and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under 
adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). 
Actual development level is the level in which a student can successfully accomplish a 
task without assistance. Potential development level is the level in which students can 
successfully accomplish a task with the assistance of a more competent individual 
(Ormrod, 2008). Vygotsky’s ZPD model is accessible to students in SC learning activities 
because students can teach and learn from one another in situations where a task is 
challenging and more likely feasible through collaboration.  
St. John (2006) characterized ZPD in the following music learning sequence: 
   Through astute observation, the educator, beginning with what the child 
perceives as a challenge and requiring a new skill, encourages exploration, invites 
spontaneity, and acknowledges growth. The teaching agenda is created from the 
child’s strengths rather than weaknesses. Following the child’s lead in the 
moment, the teacher builds on what the learner is already able to do and 
empowers the learner to seek what is most needed next. (p. 242) 
 
St. John also portrayed ZPD as part of a social learning dimension. 
“Every function in the child’s cultural development appears twice: first, on the 
social level, and later, on the individual level; first, between people (inter-psychological) 
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and then inside the child (intra-psychological)” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 63). Constructivists 
suggest students actively learn when they are provided with experiences that challenge 
their thinking and [are] forced to rearrange their beliefs (Schunk, 2008). Similar to 
constructivists’ lens, SC learning is essentially supportive interaction with reciprocity 
between teacher and learner. 
An alternate perspective of SC learning is the notion of independent learning. 
Cognitive processes have been considered to depict a more holistic view of an 
independent learner. Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986, 2000, 2006) viewed people 
as cognitive beings, actively processing information in their own learning, behavior, and 
development. For example, individuals may encourage or punish themselves with self-
talk. Custodero (2005) observed a teacher-directed, practice-based violin lesson where 
the teacher was the focus of attention: “Awareness of interactions between teacher and 
peers often led to [other students’] self-correction… Peer awareness was observed to be 
useful in providing necessary information regarding skill” (p. 200). Social factors 
inspired self-reflection, but self-correction was mainly the result of introspective 
cognition. 
Bandura’s 1965 study demonstrated how children can learn without conditioned 
stimulus or reinforcement. School children watched an inflatable doll being attacked by 
an adult. The adult in Bandura’s study served as a model. Some children saw the adult 
model praised, some saw the adult model punished, and others did not see consequences 
given to the adult model. The children then played with the inflatable doll afterwards and 
were asked to replicate actions modeled by the adult. The children witnessing positive 
and no-consequence model attacked the inflatable doll more aggressively than the 
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children who had witnessed the adult model punished. When children who witnessed 
punitive consequence were asked a second time to reproduce exactly what they saw in the 
model, they demonstrated just as much aggression and learning as the positive and no-
consequence group. Bandura’s (1965) study proved that children can learn by watching. 
The level to which students choose to reproduce an action based on consequences is 
vicarious reinforcement.  
Bandura’s (2000, 2006) concepts of human agency is that people can exercise 
cognitive control over themselves, their environments, and their lives. Bandura (2000) 
recognized environmental factors in his concept of reciprocal determinism but distanced 
himself from factors such as reinforcement and punishment. Bandura suggested that as 
children grow, they can remember more of what they see and are able to imitate a greater 
variety of novel behaviors. Bamberger (1991) made extensive observations of children in 
their natural social context that support Bandura’s cognitive learning concept. Children 
learned rhythmic patterns and pitch through self-discovery and were able to hear and 
explain rhythm and pitch in figural or formal ways.  
SC and TC practices are rooted in various theoretical frameworks. Furthermore, 
environmental factors and student-teacher interactions are interchangeable facets of 
education. While SC and TC perspectives are different, Bronfenbrenner’s (1979/2009) 
ecological system theory affects both approaches. Bronfenbrenner focused on people’s 
biological and psychological interaction with immediate and distant environmental 
factors. SC and TC learning are interactions in the microsystems of Bronfenbrenner’s 
ecological system: “Environmental events are the most immediate and potent in affecting 
a person’s development are activities that are engaged in by others with that person or in 
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his/her presence” (p. 6). The microsystem is the immediate physical and social 
environment in which personal interactions with others affects learning (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979/2009). 
Section 4: Teacher- and Student-Centered Learning in Music Education 
 Learning theories in educational psychology have informed music education 
practices since the early 20th century. By the mid- to late-20th century, music learning 
perspectives and theories emerged (Taetle & Cutietta, 2002). Pflederer (1963) was among 
the early music education researchers who explored links between children’s general 
development and music learning. Ideas from child development theories can inform 
music teaching (Zimmerman, 1982). 
Music learning perspectives and theories aim to explain musical perception, 
cognition, and creative functions. Today’s American public-school orchestra ensemble 
education exemplifies these music learning perspectives and theories. These perspectives 
may prompt educators either to maintain a long-standing tradition of TC orchestra 
approach or to embrace a more democratic SC approach. This section explores TC and 
SC orchestra education within music learning perspectives and theories. 
Teacher-Centered Learning in Music Education. Edwin Gordon started 
developing his music learning theory in the 1960s. Gordon’s attention was on aural 
processes but was, “sidetracked to embark on the study of the nature, development, and 
measurement of musical aptitudes” (Gordon, 1971, p. 8). Since then, Gordon’s music 
aptitude test has become a widely used research tool. In regard to Gordon’s music 
learning theory, he identified aural pitch and rhythmic patterns as the basic vocabulary of 
music. Gordon, “arranged key musical words in his learning sequences by identifying the 
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most basic patterns, teaching them first, and then following them with increasingly more 
complex patterns as learning continued” (Taetle & Cutietta, 2002, p. 287). Gordon 
believed that music learning is a result of building musical vocabulary (aural pitch and 
rhythmic patterns) through repetition, rote learning, and drill (Taetle & Cutietta, 2002).  
Music educators generally viewed Gordon’s work as behavioral music learning 
theory. This is largely because behaviorist perspectives were widely accepted in the mid-
20th century. Although repetition, rote learning, and drills were (and still are) popular in 
music learning/practice, Gordon (2007) wrote that his theory was misinterpreted in this 
regard because his theory goes beyond listening and repetition. Listening is also a large 
component of Gordon’s theory in building musical representations within the mind.  
Gordon justified his music learning process with the concept of audiation. 
Audiation is the process of assimilating and comprehending (not simply rehearing) music 
just heard performed or have heard performed sometime in the past (Gordon, 2007). 
Assimilating and comprehending takes place in the mind without the presence of audible 
sound. Gordon posited that music development without sound is similar to language 
development without sound. Gordon (2007) used the term logographics or word pictures 
to describe word recognition by thinking in patterns: “Similarly, musicians audiate tonal 
patterns and rhythm patterns (logographics) but simply conjecture individual pitches and 
durations (the alphabet of music)” (p. ix). 
Gordon’s music learning theory is easily adopted by TC learning approaches 
because TC learning incorporates principles of students modeling teachers, rote 
memorization, and other teacher-directed activities.  
   After the teacher establishes context in terms of tonality or meter, students listen 
to and perform content in terms of tonal patterns and rhythm patterns. At times, 
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students audiate the content of patterns in the context of a tonality or meter they 
establish for themselves as they sing, chant, or move to familiar patterns and 
unfamiliar patterns. After enough patterns become familiar through listening and 
performance, they learn to perform, read, and write patterns and larger music 
forms in music notation. (Gordon, 2007, p. ix) 
 
Familiarity is acquired through repetition. Repetition can be seen as behavioral 
conditioning as performance tasks aim to refine muscle memory.  
With the exception of writing music notation, repetition in musical training is 
evident in orchestral education through the Suzuki Method (Krigbaum, 2005). Observers 
may assume this TC instruction is behaviorist, however, social learning and independent 
cognition are part of Suzuki Method’s fundamental principle. Suzuki Method is as much 
a philosophy as it is pedagogy in music education (Starr, 2000). Suzuki considered 
environmental conditions, children’s natural enthusiasm, the absence of conventional 
learning methods, and joy in repetitive engagement to be factors in influencing learning 
(Starr, 2000a; Suzuki, 1983). The principles of the Suzuki Method are parent 
involvement, listening, repetition, encouragement, group lessons, and use of standard 
repertoire (Krigbaum, 2005). These principles are carried out under teacher direction.  
Parents are active participants in lessons by learning alongside their child and 
collaborating in musical practice outside of music lessons. Students are encouraged to 
listen to performances of their music piece as a way to develop audiation. Although 
audiation is not a term coined by Suzuki, he shares with Gordon the principle that 
physical training achieves results: “Any skill can be acquired by constant repetition” 
(Suzuki, 1983, p. 91). Ericsson (2006) echo that sentiment with his 10,000-hour practice 
concept towards mastery assertion. Nevertheless, Suzuki highlight conscious and 
attentive practice towards improvement. Along with practice, an encouraging learning 
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environment is created by the teacher and maintained outside of lessons by the parent. “A 
good teacher never forgets to develop the enthusiasm of each student” (Suzuki, 1983, p. 
27). Suzuki also observed that younger students learn through observation of older 
students (Krigbaum, 2005). Lastly, all students experience a sequence of standard 
repertoire. This lends itself to learning because the sequence of musical repertoire (a) 
increases in technical difficulty and musical complexity through progression, and (b) is 
heard and modeled by beginning and advanced musicians.  
Suzuki method produces technical facility and in that sense shares with Gordon’s 
approach the use of audiation and repetition. As Gordon (2007) wrote, “When students 
learn to audiate and perform music as a result of sequential music guidance and 
instruction, [students] develop a sense of ownership because they have acquired an 
understanding of music” (p. ix). However, there are dimensions of the whole student that 
may be left behind in this system. Woodford (1996) criticized Gordon’s theory because 
the theory neglects personal and musical beliefs, needs, wishes, and desires of the 
individual (i.e., those components of one’s psyche that drive and guide musical thought 
and action) nor sociological factors influencing musical thought and action. “[Gordon’s 
theory] fails to explain how and why children should exert control over their own musical 
thinking and learning” (Woodford, 1996, p. 83). This is perhaps because Gordon’s 
learning theory only addresses facets of musical learning; leaving discussions about 
introducing musical concepts to the pedagogue, the teacher. 
Many TC orchestra ensemble centralizes authority to the teacher or conductor 
because these roles provide direction and modeling. This type of conductor makes all the 
decisions for students. While conductors are merely creating, their students are not 
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(Reimer, 1989). In the eyes of many teachers, students are creating by reproducing. 
Reimer (1989) wrote, “Students have been forced to be artisans, used for making art but 
permitted no involvement in artistic creation” (p. 69). Where does this teaching approach 
originate from? The traditional orchestra model was established well before music 
scholars drew parallels between educational psychology and music learning in the 20th 
century. Kingsbury’s (1988/2001) ethnography of a music conservatory identifies this 
type of music education institution as a primary source in developing and acculturating 
professional musicians. While conservatories aim to foster artistic excellence in its 
students, other tenets (e.g., elitism, master/apprentice relationship) remain vital in a 
conservatory. Conservatory students trust their teacher’s word, but this paradigm is not 
without controversy. Conservatory students are often conflicted between what they are 
told and their own beliefs and perceptions (Kingsbury, 1988/2001). However, 
conservatories are also places where educators are known to empower their students by 
way of dialogue, intuition, humor, clarity of thought, and SC methods (Sand, 2005).  
Student-Centered Learning in Music Education. Mursell was one of the first 
progressive SC music education thinkers in the 20th century. Mursell (1934) drew 
attention to the human aspect of learning music during a time when formalistic education 
was being questioned. Mursell (1934; 1956) viewed education, specifically music 
education, as a way for students to learn and apply school experiences to their lives, not 
for the sake of just having knowledge. Mursell (1939) challenged the legitimacy of music 
exams in the first half of the 20th century because music assessments at that time aimed 
to prove students’ prevailing interests, moral attitudes, and musical & mechanical 
aptitudes with very little emphasis on musical aesthetics. 
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SC learning acknowledges the student as an active and cognizant member of the 
learning process. Pflederer-Zimmerman (1963, 1982) was the earliest music education 
researcher to focus on Piaget’s concept of conservation in music education. Piaget’s 
(1952a) concept of conservation refers to a child’s ability to recognize uniformity in 
property regardless of changes in appearance. Unlike Gordon (1971), Pflederer-
Zimmerman championed the idea of providing actual pieces or whole phrases of music 
examples in studies and experiments. Pflederer-Zimmerman researched music learning 
holistically by examining students’ perception of musicality, relationships between 
details and whole, feeling, and creation (Campbell, 2002). This sparked a revolution in 
researching how students independently and collaboratively construct meaning based on 
prior and present experience. 
As previously mentioned, Bamberger investigated musical intelligence and 
activity as it occurred in social context. Bamberger’s (1982; 1991; 2013) studies 
examined how children reproduced, notated, processed, and interpreted music through 
rhythm and pitch. Bamberger described children’s musical thinking as both figural and 
formal. Musical perception and cognition are intertwined and not discrete quantities 
(1982). Bamberger suggested that music should be played multiple times for children 
because music is perceived differently with each listening episode. Children cognitively 
and conceptually reorganize their perception with each subsequent listening episode. 
Music is then described in words, shapes, organized shapes with rhythmic representation, 
and in standard notation. Children depend on “reflection-in-action” to process such music 
complexity (Bamberger, 1991, p. 272).  
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Music learning is multidimensional according to Bamberger. Similar to Gordon 
(1971), Bamberger (1991) found that students organized sound and time through sensory-
motor gestures, sequences, tension, and relaxation. Conversely, these internalizations are 
more than rote memorizations because musical learning is built upon prior experiences 
(e.g., deciphering new rhythms by making connections to rhythms already mastered).  
In an alternative lens, Gardner is a theorist who addressed musical intelligence 
through examinations of general intelligence. Musical intelligence refers to the ability to 
solve musical problems or create musical products (Gardner, 1983; 1999). Children 
respond to music with movement and singing. Children also go through developmental 
stages of concrete operations and formal knowledge. Gardner (1973/1994; 1999) 
characterized music learning as sensory intake of musical sound followed by cognitive 
organization to form meaning. Other researchers also found that music learning involves 
sensation, perception, and cognition, processes that produce an ongoing change in mental 
structure as individuals continually reorganize their musical knowledge (Davidson & 
Scripp, 1988; Gromko 1994). 
 Like Bamberger, Barrett (2001) interviewed children to understand musical 
sensations experienced, perception, and how children reorganized their musical 
knowledge. Barrett went further and researched children’s musical perception through 
their own invented notations (illustrations of musical representation). Barrett’s (2001) 
case study of Max, a kindergartner with no formal music training, found Max to be a, 
“prolific composer-notator” (p. 36). Max used onomatopoeia and vocalizations in 
describing his music inspired illustrations. 
   Max’s choice of strategy in notating musical events in specific contexts appears 
to be influenced variously by the factors of: choice of instrument; the particular 
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ways in which sounds are generated on these instruments; and the tasks from 
which the notations arise (instrumental composition or song). Max had strong 
sound-to-symbol correspondence with sequence. (Barrett, 2001, p. 42) 
 
Although Barrett investigated Max’s understanding of musical elements (e.g., melody, 
rhythm, harmony, timbre, dynamics, and form), Barrett captured Max’s thinking and 
rationale behind his musical understanding. 
SC teaching methods in an instrumental music ensemble setting places students at 
the center of instruction (Goff, 2016; Petters, 1976; Scruggs, 2008; Webb, 2012, 2015, 
2017). Pedagogical decisions, activities, and curriculum are informed by students. SC 
teaching methods in an ensemble setting include: engaging students to seek problems as 
well as solutions; encouraging students to compose music for their class; encouraging 
students to offer feedback to their peers; allowing peer tutoring; and promoting student 
generated assessments (Brown, 2008; Gilbert, 2016; Holoboff, 2015; Scruggs, 2009; 
Webb, 2017). Instrumental music educators step aside to facilitate instruction in SC 
learning environments. 
Section 5: A Combination of Teacher- and Student-Centered Learning in Music 
Education 
Some research has shown insignificant student music learning performance gains 
between TC and SC approaches with mixed student feelings about these approaches in 
ensemble settings (Goff, 2016; Petters, 1976; Scruggs, 2008; Webb, 2012, 2015). Music 
learning outcomes remained at similar levels regardless of TC or SC approaches. 
Instrumental and vocal students go through levels of music performance development 
that requires teacher guidance before students activate self-guided learning (Reid, 2001). 
The discourse on TC compared to SC learning presents a tension between and within 
educators. On one hand, educators want to provide collaborative learning opportunities so 
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students can develop independent thinking skills. On the other hand, teacher-directed 
instruction is necessary to help students meet learning goals within the parameters set by 
institutions. Though these tensions seem unresolvable, music educators must work 
through them by using professional judgment often requiring compromise (Abramo, 
2016).  
 Holoboff (2015) cited, “time, or more precisely lack of time” (p. 32) as a factor in 
choosing, planning, and implementing activities. Concerts and competitions take a great 
deal of focused and concentrated effort. “Without scaffolding support of the teacher, 
pupils may not have the necessary foundation to progress to autonomy” (Andrews, 2013, 
p. 147). The physical arrangement of band, choir, and orchestra is somewhat of a paradox 
because ensembles generally have a leader in front of a group while constructivist 
educators teach from the side (Cleaver & Ballantyne, 2014). Educators must maintain a 
sense of order, “if the school’s goals are to be reached and social chaos averted” 
(Jackson, 1986, p. 13). Goff (2016) recommended using a combination of TC and SC 
instruction. 
Education researchers found evidence of teachers combining TC and SC 
approaches (Cuban, 2009; Willower, 1975). Cuban (1993, 2009) viewed TC and SC 
approaches not as binaries, but two ends of a continuum. Teachers mindfully choose 
certain teaching approaches to address student and institutional needs (Cuban, 2009; 
Jackson, 1986). Cuban (2009) calls this, “teacher-centered progressivism” (p. 8) and 
Wiggins & Espeland (2012) viewed this as, “artful teacher scaffolding” (p. 343).  
TC practices are still common in many public-school orchestra programs as 
highlighted earlier in this review. However, TC practices can become oppressive and 
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alienating for students when taken to extremes. After serving as a literacy teacher to an 
oppressed population, Freire (2000) wrote about the relationship between the powerful 
and disempowered. The disenfranchised adopted fatalism, self-depreciation, and 
emotional dependence. Freire educated and convinced the disenfranchised of their worth 
and this population broke the cycle of oppression. Teachers must make space for students 
to think independently and avoid fostering teacher dependence. SC approaches contain 
elements of TC support because it is still the teacher who plans and structures the 
learning experience. However, with self-awareness and a sense of humility, teachers can 
evolve approaches that honor students’ experience and potential. 
Pedagogical decisions are subject to a larger set of forces than the commitments 
and beliefs of the individual teacher. Students, administrators, stakeholders, educational 
policies, school mandates, local community, society, and ultimately, the future, are pieces 
to the teaching puzzle. Educators are forced to constantly find the missing pieces and 
teacher autonomy embraces a whole new meaning. There are limitations to pedagogical 
freedom, just as there are finite resources in any given school year. Pitt (2010) found 
second-year educators in an emotional rollercoaster of having, losing, and regaining 
influence and authority in the teaching profession. While teacher autonomy is seen as 
pedagogical freedom, it can also mean abandonment or a classroom lacking support. 
 As a young educator who is seeking tenure in public-schools, it may befit the 
educator to follow the local school paradigm. Newly minted teachers, armed with the 
latest theories and best practices are (a) either not given the chance to exercise their 
professional judgment in their teaching roles or (b) teacher education programs are out of 
touch with primary and secondary school agendas (Pitt, 2010). For instance, a pre-service 
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teacher attends a university with progressive ideas only to find him/herself later teaching 
in a school with contradictory values. What choices do teachers have? Some authors 
write that if educators speak out, they are reprimanded for not being team players; if other 
educators do as they are told, they are seen to be supporting a broken system (Hawkins, 
2014; Santoro, 2016). 
Liston (2010) found fault in Pitt’s assumption that the traditional school and its 
veteran teachers needed a transformation to allow progressive learning implementation 
by second-year educators. The relationship between conservative/progressive or 
veteran/beginning educators may be less dichotomous and more complex (Liston, 2010). 
Greene (1988) acknowledged the restrictive systems educators build in their minds 
because of what they see and experience. The restrictive systems, although perceived as 
very real, are only as restrictive as the educator admits. It is within the educator’s 
perception that learning is one way or another. Greene (1988) encouraged educators to 
challenge perceived issues and strive for responsible teaching. 
Section 6: Factors that Influence Teaching 
Examining factors that influence teaching is extremely complex when trying to 
consider contexts (e.g., differences in local/state education policies, educators/personnel, 
teaching methods, school administrators, and community support), ubiquity of 
interactions (student characteristics, socioeconomic status, and motivation to learn), and 
natural changes (social, cultural, intellectual, and environmental) (Berliner, 2002). 
Though factors might be objectified as circumstances beyond one’s control, identifying 
factors that influence teaching is a subjective matter because judgments are made about 
  
46 
circumstances and these also have an impact on teaching (Pedersen & Liu, 2003; Snider 
& Roehl, 2007).  
Snider and Roehl (2007) surveyed 344 educators from Iowa, Minnesota, and 
Wisconsin to identify beliefs and issues surrounding, “constructivist versus explicit 
teaching practices” (p. 877). Statements about school, the teacher’s role, student 
expectations, instruction style, teacher training, and experience were among 28 
predetermined educational factors generated by Snider and Roehl in their 2007 Likert-
type scale study. “Students’ learning style for making instructional decisions…, There is 
no one right way to teach…, [and] Small class size was the primary factor leading to 
higher achievement” were three items that elicited strong consensus among educators 
(Snider & Roehl, 2007, p. 879). 32% of respondents agreed that, “instruction should start 
with modeling and guided practice and proceed to independent practice and review” 
(Snider & Roehl, 2007, p. 881). Snider and Roehl (2007) concluded that teachers hold a 
wide range of beliefs. Snider and Roehl’s analysis reinforces findings from Pinnegar and 
Carter (1990) that educators are guided by pragmatic considerations, curriculum 
materials, experience, and teaching/learning trends. 
 Fitzhenry’s (2010) study on teachers’ perception of school culture and their 
choice of pedagogy found four common themes among teachers in different schools. 
Time restrictions, collaboration with administrators, relationships with students, and 
dynamism in teaching were factors that influenced teaching. Most notable was the 
reciprocity between administrators’ actions, teacher reactions to administrators, and 
teachers’ interactions with students. Teachers (a) followed the lead of their 
administrators; (b) appreciated support from administrators; (c) had mixed feelings about 
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administrators’ response to successes and mistakes; and (d) vied for administrators’ 
recognition, resources, or assistance (similar to that of students competing for their 
teachers’ attention) (Fitzhenry, 2010). Fitzhenry (2010) wrote, 
   Teachers mirror their perceived school culture in their classrooms. […] Actions 
of the administration raise teachers’ level of perceived self-efficacy which 
increase the desire to become better teachers and take chances with pedagogy. (p. 
124)  
 
 Pedersen and Liu (2003) conducted qualitative interviews to better understand 
teacher beliefs about issues in the implementation of a student-centered learning 
environment. First, Pedersen and Liu found discrepancies among educators’ definitions 
of SC learning. Differences in how research participants define key terminology (i.e., SC 
learning) changes the perceived severity of educational factors. For example, classroom 
management might be of more concern to an educator if he/she defined SC learning as 
students determining content and activity approach whereas classroom management 
might not be of concern to an educator if he/she defined SC learning as students 
determining content and educator guiding the activity. In regard to factors influencing 
teaching, educators cited the teacher’s role, collaboration, assessment, curriculum 
standards, student motivation, content appropriateness, and community/stakeholders as 
elements to consider (Pedersen & Liu, 2003).  
Research of factors that influence orchestra educators’ teaching approach is 
scarce. A quantitative study of band and orchestra educators’ rankings of pedagogical 
knowledge and skill (Millican, 2007, 2009) brings forth some music educators’ 
perspectives. Millican generated a list of teaching elements that Texas band and orchestra 




   (a) Organize and plan instruction; (b) develop rules, routines, procedures, 
handbooks; (c) develop relationships with students, (d) enforce classroom rules 
promptly and consistently; (e) organize the classroom and materials of instruction; 
(f) verbal communication skills; (g) nonverbal communication skills; (h) ability to 
maintain a brisk pace in class; (i) transition smoothly from activity to activity; and 
(j) written communication skills. (Millican, 2009, p. 73) 
 
These are elements of what Schulman (1987) called General Pedagogical Knowledge 
(GPK). Millican’s (2009) reported order changes when ranking these elements by 
teaching level (elementary, middle, and high school). Although Millican’s (2007, 2009) 
study is limited to music educators’ GPK and skills, Millican’s study is important 
because attention is given to teaching operations generally within an educator’s control. 
Successful acquisition and implementation of GPK and skills listed above may contribute 
to positive musical learning outcomes. Knowledge of subject matter, students, teaching 
skills, learning/lesson sequence, and curriculum enable educators to positively affect 
student learning (Darling-Hammond, 2006). 
Schulman (1987) argued that while researchers tried to identify factors that 
influenced teaching through psychological research lens (Brophy & Good, 1986; Gage, 
1986; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986), GPK were neglected. Content knowledge is of 
import because educators apply, “Understanding of how particular topics, problems, or 
issues are organized, represented and adapted to the diverse interests and abilities of 
learners and presented for instruction” (Schulman, 1987, p. 8). Sockett (1987) criticized 
Schulman (1987) for disregarding educators as reflective practitioners and narrowing the 
scope of educational reform to content and pedagogy. 
 Studies in teaching English in foreign language contexts (EFL) found that 
contextual factors (e.g., classroom setting, time, student interest, assessment, and 
curriculum) as well as internal factors (teachers’ own cognition) affect choice of teaching 
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methods (Basturkmen, Loewen, & Ellis, 2004; Zheng & Borg, 2014). Assessments such 
as Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) can prompt educators to focus more 
on test preparation and less on SC experiences (Green, 2013). A similar connection can 
be made to music educators who conduct music ensembles with only concert 
performance preparation in mind. Ur (2013) listed, “the nature of target learner 
population, expectations and/or demands of stakeholders, upcoming examinations or 
assessment procedures, and the individual teacher’s own preferences, strengths, and 
weaknesses” (p. 471) as factors having an impact on language educators’ teaching 
decision. 
 In 2015, Balachandran conducted a study on factors influencing perceptual (aural, 
kinesthetic, visual) teaching styles in math education. Although the study examined 
teacher candidates (pre-service educators), Balachandran found that only some teachers 
were influenced by their own learning style, while characteristics of the lesson, classroom 
environment, and students were the major factors influencing teaching styles. In another 
study that focused on factors influencing teaching strategies used with children who 
display attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) characteristics, Glass (2001) 
found (a) the age of teachers, (b) years of teaching experience, and (c) school 
administration’s ability to communicate relevant information to teachers as having an 
impact on teaching strategies. 
 In a study on factors influencing planetarium educator teaching methods at a 
science museum, similar themes of previous experience, professional experience, and 
audience (students) had an effect on teaching methods (Hartweg, 2016). However, other 
themes such as education, purpose and goals, and technology also emerged. Hartweg’s 
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(2016) qualitative study revealed significant details about participants’ sources of 
teaching approach. Participants drew teaching inspiration from their experiences as 
audience members attending a planetarium. This led participants to describe their 
education in astronomy. The story-telling nature of these participants’ education not only 
came from visits to the observatory, but from experiences when family members had 
brought them to view the night sky in search of constellations. As educators in the field, 
these participants found professional experiences such as interactions and collaborations 
with other educators and professionals as ways to develop better teaching techniques in 
working with children. One participant from Hartweg’s study described finding sources 
of new teaching strategies from reading professional publications, watching other 
educators successfully delivering instruction, and having casual conversations with 
vendors during a convention. 
Hartweg (2016) highlighted similarities and differences in goals held by his 
participants. While their collective goal was to promote student participation in 
astronomy, their differences in learning purposes led to the implementation of different 
teaching approaches. One participant saw her role as supplemental to the science 
classroom, so she focused on the real-world experiences her planetarium can offer that 
students did not receive at school. Another participant viewed the planetarium experience 
as a way into other sciences. This planetarium educator helped students “recognize the 
universe as a beautiful place” by showing images they would not normally see in school 
(Hartweg, 2016, p. 28). A third participant used the planetarium as a tool to help students 
realize how vast the universe is. This educator saw the mundane in lectures, so she 
focused on ways to engage students. Lastly, participants discussed advantages and 
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disadvantages of teaching in a fixed dome compared to using a portable planetarium. 
Fixed dome planetariums generally have limited seating whereas a portable program can 
accommodate various class sizes. The portable program requires the operator to control 
the program while also discussing content whereas a fixed dome can be pre-programmed 
to run an organized show. These are experiences that reflect a wider perspective in the 
teaching operation (educator’s experience as a student, varying means to an end, and the 
use of technology). 
In a broader view of factors that influence teaching, school architect and designer 
Nair (2014) attributed educators’ ability to implement pedagogy to their physical 
classroom space(s). Nair (2014) observed that most public and private schools in the 
United States and around the world contained spaces arranged in manners that favored 
TC approaches: “Traditional school buildings, no matter how well they were designed to 
serve educational needs on the day they opened, tend to become obsolete over time as 
technology advances and teaching and learning needs change” (p. 6). Former United 
States Secretary of Education Arne Duncan (2010) remarked that many of our schools’ 
micro and macro infrastructures (e.g., time, technology, building, and finance systems) 
are insufficient with transformative learning demands of the 21st century. Goldin & Katz 
(2008) noted that education is slow to meet the demand for technology skills in new labor 
markets. While Nair (2014) focused on the redesign and use of physical learning spaces 
to promote SC learning, Allsup (2016) made a similar argument for how music educators 
can redesign dialogic spaces to enhance musical experiences. 
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Section 7: Educators’ Pedagogical Decisions 
“Three basic educational issues must be confronted: What should the outcomes of 
education be? What should be taught? How should it be taught? The ways in which these 
issues are resolved determine the educational complex of the society” (Fitzgibbons, 1981, 
p. 11). Educators’ beliefs are among the many factors that guide their decisions and 
actions in the classroom (Fitzgibbons, 1981; Pedersen & Liu, 2003; Snider & Roehl, 
2007). The cornerstone of decision-making is the existence of alternatives (Chua & 
Iyengar, 2008). In general, people and educators examine as many alternatives as 
possible and decide on the best possible solution (Fitzgibbons, 1981). However, choosing 
and deciding can be a more complex process. Philosophical, rational, logical, and moral 
considerations take place in an ongoing reflective conversation with situations 
(Fitzgibbons, 1981; Schön, 1983). The difficulty in examining educators’ decision-
making process is trying to report and understand unobservable thought processes (Clark 
& Peterson, 1986). 
Without looking into cognitive sciences, Schulman (1986, 1987) developed a 
pedagogical reasoning and action model illustrating pathways considered in teaching. 
Educators must consider their own content knowledge, transform content knowledge into 
terms attainable by students, present instruction, assess student learning, reflect, and use 
experience to inform subsequent lessons. However, Schön (1983) and Sockett (1987) also 
call for educators’ self-reflection in pedagogical reasoning. Teaching and manipulating 
content was viewed as discounting personal and human aspects in learning interactions 
(Sockett, 1987). Darling-Hammond (2006) regarded this process as reflective practice.  
 In Shavelson and Stern’s (1981) synthesis of the decision making process during 
interactive teaching, previous studies (Peterson & Clark, 1978; Shavelson, 1976; Snow, 
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1972) found educators operating in well-established teaching routines within acceptable 
tolerance. Acceptable tolerance, in this case, is when students exhibit behaviors within 
daily norms. Educators determine momentary instructional practice by monitoring the 
classroom and seeking student participation cues (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). When 
educators see issues outside of the range of acceptable tolerance, educators make 
alterations to instruction. Teaching routine was referenced because experienced educators 
recalled actions used in the past to address familiar situations (Shavelson & Stern, 1981).  
 Shavelson & Stern (1981) also presented a cyclical overview of teachers’ 
judgment, decisions, and behavior. The overview begins with, “antecedent conditions” 
(Shavelson & Stern, 1981, p. 462). Antecedent conditions are areas where educators 
consider information about students (their abilities, participation, behavior issues), nature 
of instructional task (content, goals, activities), and classroom/school environment. 
Antecedent conditions then inform, “teacher characteristics” (Shavelson & Stern, 1981, p. 
468). Teacher characteristics include personal beliefs and conceptualization of subject 
matter. These characteristics then inform, “teacher cognitive processes” (Shavelson & 
Stern, 1981, p. 469). Educators process and make inferences on the subject matter to 
select information and ensure its appropriateness for students. Next, teachers plan 
instruction and interact with students in the, “consequences for [the] teacher” stage 
(Shavelson & Stern, 1981, p. 470). Based on outcomes in planning and interacting with 
students (e.g., student behavior during lesson), educators make, “teacher evaluations” 
which results in new conditions (Shavelson & Stern, 1981, p. 471). The new conditions 
become antecedent conditions and the process recycles. “Consequences for students” was 
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listed as part of Shavelson and Stern’s (1981, p. 461) overview; however, Shavelson and 
Stern did not speculate as to how students would react in the teacher decision process. 
 Time is another element in processing and making decisions (Yinger, 1977). 
Yinger found five levels of time that educators consider when planning: (a) yearly, (b) 
term, (c) unit, (d) weekly, and (e) daily. Each level of time moves from longer to shorter 
periods of consideration. Although studies reviewed here were published nearly half a 
century ago, these were studies critical to teacher development. The United States 
Department of Education’s National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) 
reported, “educational institutions seem to have lost sight of the basic purposes of 
schooling, and of the high expectations and disciplined effort needed to attain them” in A 
Nation At Risk (para. 3). Review of educators’ decision-making process in regard to time, 
planning, and actions/reactions are timeless operations. Scholars more recently continue 
to regard Schulman’s (1986, 1987) model as a relevant tool in educators’ pedagogical 
reasoning (Starkey, 2010; Holmberg, Fransson, & Fors, 2018). However, elements 
pertinent to specific content must be considered in addition to Schulamn’s framework 
(Koehler, Mishra, Kereluik, Shin, & Graham, 2014).  
Summary 
 The review of literature takes pedagogical decisions and TC/SC teaching 
methodologies into further consideration. Educators may find themselves to be the 
junction of social expectations and progression. Pedagogical rationale can be informed by 
student needs, stakeholders, special interest groups, curriculum, curricular timelines, 
educator’s values/philosophy, administrators, and much more. How public-school 
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orchestra educators identify and consider the factors that determine the proportion of 












A multiple-case study design was used to examine five New York State (NYS) 
public-school orchestra music educators and their perception of influences that affect 
their pedagogy. Perceptions of influences, pedagogical rationale, and implementation of 
instruction were functions and subunits of analysis examined to shed light on the issue. A 
multiple-case design was chosen because Herriot and Firestone (1983) suggested that two 
or more case studies may produce more compelling and robust evidence than a single-
case study design.  
Qualitative research was appropriate for this study because, “qualitative methods 
rely on text and image data, have unique steps in data analysis, and draw on diverse 
designs” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 179). Some basic tenets of qualitative 
methodology are as follows: (a) data are collected in the field/site where participants 
experience the problem under investigation; (b) the researcher is the primary instrument 
for data collection and analysis; (c) data are obtained in various forms (e.g., interviews, 
observations, documents); (d) analysis involves inductive and deductive processes; and 
(e) incorporates a holistic account to present depth and breadth of issues (Creswell, 2016; 
Hatch, 2002; Marshall & Rossman, 2016; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Examining 
influences on public-school orchestra educators’ pedagogical choices required a 
qualitative method to portray multiple perspectives, obtain a deeper understanding of 
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educators’ actions, and examine distinctive pedagogical qualities otherwise not available 
through quantitative research methods.  
This multiple-case study was conducted through a social constructivist lens. 
“Case study research is an investigative approach used to thoroughly describe complex 
phenomena, such as recent events, important issues, or programs, in ways to unearth new 
and deeper understanding of these phenomena” (Moore, Lapan, & Quartaroli, 2012, p. 
243). More specifically, Stake (2006) defined the case in a case study as a, “noun, a 
thing, an entity” (p. 1). The case (or cases) is a person, place, or thing where a researcher 
can examine its function. Function, actions, and activities are phenomena examined to 
better understand the case (Stake, 2005, 2006).  
Case studies encompass many contemporary qualitative research methods such as 
phenomenology, narrative inquiry, and ethnography (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 
Phenomenology is a study of people’s conscious experience within their daily lives and 
social interactions (Schram, 2003). Social constructivism recognizes individuals’ 
subjective perception as underpinnings of understanding and meaning (Berger & 
Luekmann, 1967; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011; Mertens, 
2010). A person’s understanding of objects, symbols, and events derives from the 
observable context(s) in which they find themselves (Crotty, 1998). One person’s 
momentary perception of an event may be different from another person’s perception of 
the same event because their preconceived definitions (experience/interpretation) are 
unlikely to be the same (Ryle, 2009/1971).  
This multiple-case study is basic research with the intent to contribute findings to 
the existing body of knowledge in music education (Wiersma & Jurs, 2009). As an 
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applied research study, readers can use this study, “to understand socio/cultural problems 
in institutions and [to use] research to develop and assess approaches to solving problems 
or helping to bring about positive change in institutions” (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010, 
p. 67). In my examination of influences on orchestra educators’ pedagogical decisions, I 
recruited five NYS public-school orchestra educators as participants, reviewed video 
recordings and self-reflections of participants’ teaching, conducted document reviews, 
and interviewed participants to better understand their perceptions. All participants were 
members of the New York State School Music Association (NYSSMA). 
A demographic inventory survey was first used to identify qualified research 
participants. Thirteen of 422 NYSSMA educators responded to the survey. The 
demographic inventory survey yielded data addressing the first research question. This 
study emphasizes rich descriptive data from interviews as its primary source of 
information. Therefore, only five participants recorded their own teaching episode(s) and 
recorded video/voice self-reflections immediately after each teaching session. 
Participants were also asked to make an additional self-reflection recording several days 
after the first recorded teaching session. Interviews with participants took place outside of 
school hours.  
Reviewing participants’ video-recorded teaching episodes in their classroom 
setting(s) allowed me to see my participants in their authentic context. Video recordings 
are inherently staged (intentionally choreographed) by people and may offer added focus 
on participants’ teaching values (Cruz, Rohall, Rosenberg, & Smoot 1997; Varney & 
Fensham, 2000). I acknowledge that the video camera might have had an effect on the 
behaviors of those recorded. Despite that, video recording helped participants and me 
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recall teaching episodes and corroborate accounts. I transcribed all participants’ self-
reflection(s) and interviews as I believed this was the most secure procedure. Lastly, a 
document review was conducted as a means of data source triangulation (Denzin, 1970). 
Documents (i.e., lesson plan, curriculum) were reviewed to seek convergence and 
corroboration (Bowen, 2009).  
Pilot 
 A pilot study investigating two public-school orchestra educators’ pedagogical 
decisions was conducted. Participants in this pilot study were educators with three to six 
years of public-school orchestra teaching experience. The pilot study featured a one and a 
half-hour semi-structured video-stimulated recall (VSR) interview with each educator. I 
created an interview protocol (a script of carefully sequenced questions) and allotted a 
predetermined amount of time for each interview. Interviews were later transcribed, a 
coding system was developed for data analysis, and a cross-case analysis was completed 
to compare and contrast participants’ responses.  
 The purpose of this pilot study was to determine (a) if my interview protocol 
addressed the research questions of this larger study, (b) if findings from interviews 
addressed the problem statement, (c) if the interview protocol contained questions that 
allowed participants to respond openly in an effort to avoid leading or close-ended 
questions, and (d) if there were areas in need of clarification and improvement in the 
research procedures. Follow-up/probing questions were used when participants gave 
responses in association with teacher- or student-centered teaching methods.  
Pilot study participants and I reviewed their teaching footage to corroborate their 
perspective and teaching approach with their documented teaching. After asking a series 
  
60 
of questions focused on participants’ teaching footage, we proceeded to discuss 
participants’ teaching approach in general. Data analysis showed that all participants 
reiterated a common issue noted by pedagogical scholars: 
   On one hand, many teachers verbalize the importance of students increasingly 
becoming independent learners; on the other, most view themselves [teachers] as 
needing to be in control of the decision-making process. (Goodlad, 1984/2004, p. 
109) 
 
Pilot study participants identified many factors as having influenced their (a) pedagogy, 
(b) teaching rationale, and (c) abilities to implement teacher- and student-centered 
teaching approaches.  
The pilot study informed the current larger study by identifying redundancy in the 
interview protocol, the effectiveness of the interview protocol, and effectiveness of data 
collection/analysis. As a result, the following precautions were adopted: (a) interviews 
with participants remained within the proposed length, (b) additional time was given to 
participants to elaborate upon their responses, and (c) increased effort to maintain 
participants’ focus on discussions related to the interview protocol and research 
questions.  
Participants & Setting 
I used criterion-based selection to choose NYS public-school orchestra educators 
as participants. I considered, “purposeful sampling” (Patton, 2015, p. 53), however, 
members of such a sample group must reflect characteristics to that of a larger 
population. If a certain percentage of educators have a music education master’s degree 
in NYS, the participant sample population must reflect a similar percentage of music 
educators with a master’s degree. Criterion-based selecting does not aim to select 
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participants that are representative of a larger group. Five NYS public-school orchestra 
educators participated in observations and in-depth interviews because they were 
NYSSMA members and possessed a set of characteristics that match those of this 
researcher’s interest (LeCompte, Preissle, & Tesch, 1993).  
NYSSMA is a state unit of the National Association for Music Education 
(NAfME). NYSSMA and NAfME are private music education associations formed to 
advance music education for its members and students in member school programs 
(NYSSMA, 2018). NYSSMA members are generally music educators based in New 
York State and New York City. NYSSMA educators have common knowledge and 
understanding of NYSSMA solo evaluation, ensemble evaluation, county, and state 
festival events. NYSSMA educators are of particular interest to me because, as a 
NYSSMA member myself, I believe I can relate to other NYSSMA educators from my 
experience within the organization. Selecting participants from the 2017-2018 NYSSMA 
membership directory was another form of bounding the case to a group of people with 
knowledge of a particular organization, system, and function (LeCompte & Schensul, 
2010; Moore et al., 2012).  
Information on prospective participants was collected through a demographic 
inventory survey and was sorted/filtered to select qualified participants. Participants were 
required to have depth and breadth of knowledge and experience in public-school 
orchestra music education. Criteria for research participation were as follows: (a) at least 
21 years old, (b) with a minimum of five years of full-time public-school orchestra 
teaching experience, (c) certified/licensed by state or agency to teach music in K-12 
public-schools, (d) currently teaching in a NYS K-12 public-school orchestra program, 
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and (e) able to provide consent from their school district for them [participants] to 
document their interaction with students and share the documentation with me as part of 
this study.  
I operationally defined this study’s participant population as educators with a 
sense of established teaching practices. Educators feel they know how to teach after five 
to seven years in the profession (Feiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996). I surveyed 
orchestra educators in the 2017-2018 NYSSMA membership directory (School Music 
News, 2018) to solicit educators willing to participate in this study. Of the 13 
demographic inventory survey respondents, eight NYS public-school orchestra educators 
met this study’s participation criteria. Some survey respondents taught in private settings, 
did not have five years teaching experience, or had retired from public-school teaching. 
Thus, eight NYS public-school orchestra educators were invited to participate in 
observations and in-depth interviews. Only five of the eight educators completed all tasks 
required in this study. 
Guest, Bunce, and Johnson’s (2006) study on data saturation found that 
conducting twelve interviews yielded 92% of the total codes developed in initial 
coding/data analysis. Guest et al. considered 12 interviews to be enough data collection 
for data saturation and that six interviews will produce basic elements for meta-themes. 
However, Guest et al. cautioned that the depth of research and analysis informs the 
number of interviews needed. “The more similar participants in a sample are in their 
experiences with respect to the research domain, the sooner we would expect to reach 
saturation” (Guest et al., 2006, p. 76).  
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Data collection and analysis revealed interpretations of experiences and teaching 
values of participants. Because I used criterion-based selection to recruit five NYS 
public-school orchestra educators, findings from five educators are not representative of 
the views and experiences of all NYS public-school orchestra educators. 
Procedures 
This study utilized a demographic inventory survey, video recorded classroom 
observations, participant video/voice self-reflection, document review, video stimulated 
recall (VSR) interview, and an in-depth interview as data sources. I incentivized 
participation by providing a video recording device for participants to use during the 
study and to keep upon completion of research participation. I provided video tutorials on 
how to operate the recording equipment, share teaching footage files, and share self-
reflection video/voice recording files. Data collected from interviews and participants’ 
self-reflections were transcribed and coded for analysis. Member checks were conducted 
with participants to verify the researcher’s interviews and coding interpretations.  
Research Plan 
“The interest [of a case study design] is in process rather than outcomes, in 
context rather than a specific variable, in discovery rather than confirmation” (Merriam, 
1998, p. 19). Conducting a thorough case study requires comprehensive data collection 
strategies. Doing research well requires triangulation to confirm the accuracy of other 
data sources (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). For example, reviewing educators’ video-
recorded teaching allowed me to verify or question written responses of other data 
sources (e.g., surveys, lessons plans). If one data source did not yield findings addressing 
  
64 
any research question, a second and/or third data source was referenced. I anticipated 
some level of variation among all data sources in addressing the research questions. 
LeCompte and Schensul (2010) suggested, “Examining issues under multiple lenses can 
deepen both inquiry and understanding” (p. 180). I employed data source triangulation by 
examining participants’ teaching videos, recorded self-reflections, document reviews, and 
in-depth interview transcriptions.  
I used a demographic inventory survey to identify educators who met minimum 
criteria requirements (outlined earlier) to participate in this study. A demographic 
inventory survey was sent to 422 orchestra educators. These orchestra educators were all 
NYSSMA members. The survey contained questions related to teaching experience and 
one open-ended question closely resembling the title of this research: What influences 
your orchestra classroom pedagogy? This question provided topical trends related to 
pedagogical influences. “Survey research usually follows certain principles of probability 
sampling, instrumentation, data analysis, and presentation design to ensure that the results 
of the survey can be generalized to the entire population” (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010, 
p. 90). The survey in this study did not generate generalizable data. The demographic 
inventory survey in this multiple-case study was one of several data collection 
instrumentation. The demographic inventory did not collect data on the entire study’s 
subject matter but collected background information on participants and initial responses 
to the first research question.  
Surveys are limited to assessing what people think and know, as well as reporting 
that information at a specific point in time. Rich historical or contextual data cannot be 
obtained through surveys; thus, observations, interviews, and lesson plans were key 
  
65 
sources of data in this study. My survey was cross-sectional as it drew data from one 
point in time. The survey provided an initial glance into participants’ perception of 
influences on pedagogy. 
By administering a survey, I assumed respondents were familiar with the 
language and vocabulary I used and that respondents were familiar with public-school 
orchestral music education. Thus, I ensured the survey had strong construct validity 
(matching my perceived meaning with respondents’ perceived meaning) by sharing the 
demographic inventory survey with a doctoral student/colleague. This process of peer 
review required a colleague who had completed Teachers College’s Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) Human Subjects Research training program provided by the Collaborative 
Institutional Training Initiative (CITI). Both my colleague and I completed the IRB 
Human Subjects Research training through the CITI program before reviewing the 
demographic inventory survey.  
Once I selected participants, I immediately established rapport with educators 
whom I met for the first time. I observed participants and their interactions with their 
students through video recordings. My identity as a public-school orchestra educator 
helped when building rapport with participants because I empathized as a fellow NYS 
public-school NYSSMA orchestra educator. I anticipated a certain level of common 
understanding between participants and myself in the school environment. Concurrently, 
differences in music philosophies, teaching approach, and beliefs surfaced during small 
talk. Nonetheless, I tried to maintain a neutral position, an open mind, and not take any 
experience for granted.  
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I used an inductive, interactive, and recursive process to build themes in an effort 
to explain the behavior and beliefs under investigation. An inductive approach allowed 
me to build a picture of participants based on multiple data points rather than test existing 
theories (Merriam, 1998). “Often, qualitative studies are undertaken because there is a 
lack of theory, or existing theory fails to adequately explain a phenomenon” (Merriam, 
1998, p. 7). The recursive approach added a layer of deductive reasoning where I 
reviewed general ideas within music education literature to see if participants’ accounts 
aligned or diverged from mainstream perception (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010; Saldaña, 
2016). 
I used non-participant observation by way of viewing video recorded lessons to 
analyze participants’ teaching and their interactions with their students and school 
environment as a phenomenological approach in viewing participants’, “prereflective 
experience” (Van Manen, 2014, p. 28). Van Manen described prereflective experience as 
‘...the Living Moment of the “Now”’ (p. 28) and, “in the fleeting moment” as we see it 
(Van Manen & Van Manen, 2014, p. 612). The process of VSR entailed (a) video 
recording an event/phenomenon under investigation, (b) meeting with participants to 
review contents of their video footage in person or through online video conferencing, 
and (c) obtaining participants’ retrospective reports and/or response to interview 
questions in real time as researcher and participant view the video footage together 
(Calderhead, 1981; Stough, 2001). Researchers have found VSR to be an effective 
method to verify claims made by participants prior to- and after a documented event. 
VSR also offers an opportunity for participants to report their thoughts in real time, 
otherwise historically known as, “think aloud” (as cited by Stough, 2001, p. 2). The 
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challenge lies in processing and reporting the multiplicity of complex conceptual 
structures (Geertz, 2017/1973).  
As a full-time educator in a NYS public-school, I was unable to leave my post to 
make in-person observations of participants’ teaching. Thus, participants documented 
their teaching episodes at their discretion. My absence from participants’ classroom 
environment left participants’ and student interactions undisturbed. The researcher is a, 
“complete observer” when hidden from the view of those being observed in an effort to 
avoid data contamination (Gold, 1958, p. 221). However, the observed classroom 
environment was not completely free of observation elements. As noted earlier, 
participants video recorded their teaching episodes. People entering the recorded view 
might have noticed the recording device and altered their behavior. Any unexpected 
person or object that enters the observed research environment is going to have some 
effect on people within the space (Roach, 2014). 
The use of participant video/voice self-reflection was an added element of 
undisturbed data collection. Researchers found video self-reflection as an effective means 
of capturing expression beyond spoken words (Frazier & Eick, 2015; Marshall & 
Rossman, 2016; Welsch & Devlin, 2012). I asked participants to make video/voice self-
reflection entries immediately after their video recorded lesson(s) and a few days after 
their recorded lesson. This gave participants an opportunity to record first impressions 
and impressions several days after of the event. 
I interviewed participants in a VSR interview based on participants’ teaching 
footage and conducted a second interview based on participants’ general views of their 
experience. Interviews are phenomenological by way of capturing and interpreting our 
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participants’ lived experiences and personally constructed truths (Merriam & Tisdell, 
2016). Open-ended questions were used in interviews to reveal descriptions of experience 
and personal narratives addressing the research question (Kvale, 2013/2007). Close-
ended questions were periodically employed as follow-up questions to confirm/clarify 
participants’ views. Interview questions were not limited to the ones generated prior to 
interviews, discussions prompted additional questioning and dialogue: “A good 
qualitative researcher sometimes gets people to talk about things they would otherwise 
keep hidden or never think to mention” (Taylor, Bogdan, & DeVault, 2016, p. 189-190).  
Amid interviews and video observations, I conducted document reviews. 
“Organizational and institutional documents have been a staple in qualitative research” 
(Bowen, 2009, p. 27). While the literature review informed this study, the literature 
review was not a method to collect new information in this study. Lesson plans were 
critical data sources because according to the Copyright Act of 1976, documents and 
materials produced by teachers within their school district’s employment are considered 
intellectual property of the school district (U.S. Copyright Office, 2018). Furthermore, a 
federal appellate court in NYS ruled that tests, quizzes, homework problems, and other 
teaching materials were properties of the school when teachers produce such works as an 
official duty (Shaul v. Cherry Valley Springfield Central School District, 2004). Lesson 
plans and other documents produced in service are thus credible and legally binding 
documents.  
Instrumentation 
In qualitative research, “the researcher is the primary instrument for data 
collection and analysis” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 16). Understanding educators’ 
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experience and reflection of pedagogy required responsive and adaptive means of 
collecting and analyzing data. An online demographic inventory survey in this study was 
used to identify participants and collect information about 2017-2018 NYSSMA 
orchestra educators’ pedagogical views. Video recorded teaching footage was used to 
corroborate participants’ oral accounts. Participants’ self-reflection through video/voice 
memos provided unprompted reflections on participants’ teaching. Interviews were 
conducted for in-depth conversations towards greater understanding of participants’ 
orchestra pedagogical rationales. Participants were asked to provide a lesson plan for 
document review. An interview protocol was created for a VSR interview and an in-depth 










Data Source Data Analysis 






• Demographic inventory 
survey  
• Participant teaching footage 
(observation) 
• Participant self-reflection 
• Participant course 
curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
• VSR interview/transcript 
• In-depth interview/transcript 
 
• Content analysis and frequency 
evaluation of survey responses 
• Initial coding of teaching 
footage field notes 
• Document review of course 
curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
• Initial and focused coding of 
interview transcripts 
• Member check 







• Participant teaching footage 
(observation) 
• Participant self-reflection 
• Participant course 
curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
• VSR interview/transcript 
• In-depth interview/transcript 
 
• Initial coding of teaching 
footage field notes 
• Document review of course 
curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
• Initial and focused coding of 
interview transcripts 
• Member check 




TC and or SC 
instruction? 
 
• Participant self-reflection 
• Participant course 
curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
• VSR interview/transcript 
• In-depth interview/transcript 
• Document review of course 
curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
• Initial and focused coding of 
interview transcripts 
• Member check 
 
Data Collection 
Phase 1 demographic inventory survey 
The study was organized into several phases. I begin data collection by emailing 
and surveying 422 orchestra educators in the 2017-2018 NYSSMA membership directory 
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to solicit research participation. This phase helped identify and recruit research 
participants. The participation invitation letter can be found in Appendix A. Educators 
interested in participating in the study accessed and responded to the internet-based 
demographic inventory survey. The survey contained questions regarding educators’ 
experience to identify qualified participants for this study (based on criteria outlined 
earlier). The demographic inventory survey can be found in Appendix B. The survey 
included questions regarding teaching experience and one open-ended question asking 
participants to list or describe influences on their orchestra classroom pedagogy.  
Thirteen orchestra educators of 422 NYSSMA members submitted responses to 
the survey. Thirteen written responses were collected on the topic of pedagogical 
influences. Once I reviewed survey responses, I contacted educators that met the 
minimum criteria requirements of this study to provide more details about research 
participation. I met participants, presented the approved Internal Review Board (IRB) 
documentation for research participation, distributed consent forms, gained participant 
consent, and shared video recording and video/voice self-reflection memo procedures.  
IRB documentation informed participants of their right to withdraw from the 
study at any time and that participation was optional without penalty. Other IRB 
information included: foreseen risks to participant, time commitment, participant 
anonymity/confidentiality, monetary/material gain or loss, and intended use of research 
(potential benefit/harm from reporting). NYSSMA educators voluntarily gave consent to 
enter and complete the online demographic inventory survey. Participants, institutions, 
and establishments were given pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality. Video teaching 
footage and video/voice self-reflection recordings were securely stored in a password 
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protected computer hard drive. The informed consent form and participant’s rights 
agreement can be found in Appendix C. 
Phase 1.1 open-ended survey response analysis 
 Thirteen orchestra educators’ survey responses were analyzed. Responses to the 
demographic survey’s open-ended question provided perceptions of influences on 
pedagogy. Thirteen orchestra educators’ responses were examined first to present a broad 
view of what influences orchestra classroom pedagogy. Content analysis and frequency 
evaluations were completed to highlight trends among responses. Content analysis served 
a different purpose compared to initial coding in this phase because data interpretation 
was not the primary function. Frequency of keywords from the content analysis of the 
thirteen open-ended responses indicated several thematic areas of concerns.  
Phase 2 document, teaching video, and self-reflection 
Five NYS public-school orchestra educators meeting this study’s participant 
criteria were asked to (a) video record a minimum of thirty minutes of their orchestra 
rehearsal/lesson teaching, (b) record two short video self-reflection memos or voice self-
reflection memos after video recorded teaching session(s) in regard to the teaching 
footage(s), and (c) submit documents corresponding to the recorded lesson. Participants 
were at liberty to record any orchestra lesson they choose. I did not provide any prompt 
(i.e., best lesson, representative of overall teaching) as this might have steered 
participants to further stage their teaching. A less intrusive non-participant observation 
was implemented by asking participants to record themselves at their leisure. Participants 
were encouraged to record video/voice self-reflection memos periodically as pedagogical 
decisions and reasoning behind pedagogical decisions may vary over several days of 
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instruction. Video/voice self-reflection memos provided information on participants’ 
general and specific teaching objectives. To help participants maintain transparency 
among themselves, their students, and students’ families, a generic letter was created to 
inform participants’ students’ families of the audio-visual research documentation. This 
video release form can be found in Appendix D. 
Phase 2.1 document, lesson video, and self-reflection transcript analysis 
Documents (i.e., lesson plan(s), course curriculum), video recordings, and 
participant self-reflections were shared with me at this stage ahead of our in-depth VSR 
interview. Analyzing participants’ documents, teaching footage, and self-reflections 
allowed me to corroborate what was seen and what was said/reflected in participant’s 
self-reflections. I conducted a round of initial coding by reviewing teaching footage and 
participants’ transcribed self-reflections. Initial coding encompassed a review of context 
(classroom physical space/student actions/teacher actions), teacher/student interactions, 
and communication (pronouns, “I wanted, I tried” (interpreted as TC) versus, “students 
wondered, students came up with” (interpreted as SC), and role/identity). I highlighted 
patterns in transcript codification (e.g., FITC = participant response indicating factors 
influencing teacher-centered instruction), perceived lesson intent, actual lesson delivery, 
and recurrences. 
Phase 3 VSR interview 
After phase 2.1, I held a VSR interview. I met with participants individually to 
discuss events from their recorded lesson. Interviews were conducted in person and 
through internet video conferencing services (FaceTime or Skype). I encouraged 
participants to openly reflect on their recorded lesson. I invited participant reflection with 
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open-ended questions such as: “Please describe what happened in this lesson. What did 
you consider when planning this lesson? Why was this the best pedagogical approach at 
the time?” The VSR interview protocol is shown in Appendix E. 
Phase 3.1 VSR interview transcript analysis 
I transcribed the VSR interview for focused coding. Focused coding revealed 
consistencies and inconsistencies in participants’ perception of pedagogical rationale 
compared to their recorded lesson. Focused coding is a way to make more sense of 
categories coded from initial coding by developing larger meaningful events from small 
sequences identified from initial coding (Charmaz, 1988). I conducted member checks 
with participants and verified my data interpretation to strengthen data collection. Details 
about member checks are elaborated upon in the trustworthiness section of this chapter. 
Phase 4 in-depth interview 
After reviewing the VSR interview transcript, I conducted an in-depth interview 
with participants. In-depth interviews were also conducted in person and through internet 
video conferencing services (FaceTime or Skype). We discussed past and present 
teaching experiences. I also rephrased the first research question in the interview as: 
“Who and what influenced you to use your current pedagogical approach?” I asked 
participants to share details about their philosophical stance and pedagogical approach 
based on influences they mentioned from their VSR interview. I avoided weighting 
factors that I was personally interested in (e.g., curriculum, administrative/community 
support, local/state/national policy, or allotted class time) as I did not want to steer 
participants into talking about factors that influence my own pedagogy. Discussions were 
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based on values and facets of education highlighted by participants. The in-depth 
interview protocol is shown in Appendix F. 
Phase 4.1 in-depth interview transcript analysis 
 I transcribed all in-depth interviews for focused/axial coding. Coding and data 
analysis of all interview transcripts was a continuous process toward data saturation. To 
avoid what Kvale (2013) described as the 1,000-page problem, data analysis took place 
concurrently with data collection. However, data analysis was not concluded during the 
data collection period because data analysis informed data saturation towards addressing 
research questions and aims. I also conducted member checks with participants in this 
phase to verify my data interpretation. 
Phase 5 analysis and findings 
 I completed data analysis and generated findings several weeks after the last in-
depth interview. Merriam (1998) emphasized that data collection and analysis is 
continuous and simultaneous, “there is no clean cutoff – no time when everything else 
stops and writing begins” (p. 220). This phase required data to have undergone a round of 
initial coding and a round of focused coding. A round of axial coding was also conducted 
to address deeper phenomena related to the research questions.  
Data Analysis 
Data analysis is shaping the results in a manner that addresses the study’s research 
questions (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). Merriam (1998) reminded us that qualitative 
research is not a linear, step-by-step process, but a simultaneous process of collecting and 
analyzing data. Putting data together for analysis requires a system of conceptual 
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categorization (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). For example, a participant exhibited 
recurring speech patterns that suggest they were pressured by school administrators to use 
direct-instruction. I categorized such events as, “teacher-centered teaching method 
influenced by administrators” in my coding and analysis. I analyzed such participant 
reflections to highlight consistencies or inconsistencies in participants’ experience in 
regard to the study’s research questions. Teaching methodologies and other units of study 
were codified from concrete to abstract concepts for analysis. I further defined areas of 
concerns in TC/SC approaches in a cross-case analysis of initial findings.  
Content analysis was first used in Phase 1.1 open-ended survey responses 
analysis: “The researcher evaluates the frequency and saliency of particular words or 
phrases in a body of original text data in order to identify key words or repeated ideas” 
(Namey, Guest, Thairu, & Johnson, 2008, p. 138). I read all 13 open-ended survey 
responses in Phase 1.1 and created a database table. While reading each response, I listed 
salient keywords (i.e., teaching performance technique, method books) in one database 
column and indicated the frequency at which the keyword appeared from other educators. 
I listed a new keyword each time a different factor/influence appeared in the data. Namey 
et al. (2008) noted that a drawback of content analysis is that context is highly 
constrained. Because scholars found teaching environments and contexts influential in 
classroom pedagogy (as discussed in Chapter II), initial coding of open-ended responses 
from the demographic survey was also conducted. Longer responses alluding to factors 
required labeling within the raw data to generate keywords. 
Coding took place in three additional phases of this study (Phases 2.1 document, 
lesson videos, and self-reflection transcript analysis; 3.1 VSR interview transcript 
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analysis; and 4.1 in-depth interview transcript analysis). Coding is the process of 
categorizing and sorting data (Glaser & Strauss, 2017). Each phase incorporated degrees 
of initial and focused coding. “Initial coding” is when the researcher reviews data through 
a theoretical lens to identify and label transcript statements (Charmaz, 1988, p. 113). 
Initial coding was also referred to as, “open coding” (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 181). Initial 
coding was emphasized in Phase 2.1 because this was where general codes emerged. 
Broad observations of teaching events were made before interpreting implications. Phase 
2 informed the types of questions asked in subsequent phases due to the 
qualitative/grounded nature of this study.  
In Phase 2.1, I created field notes on teaching videos submitted by participants. 
Field notes contained my observations of each participant’s teaching approach. This data 
along with my document review of participants’ course curriculum/lesson plan(s) 
initiated conversations about pedagogical rationale in subsequent interviews. Initial 
coding in my document review, teaching footage field notes, and participant’s self-
reflection of teaching footage consisted of labeling common attributes related to TC and 
SC approaches. Initial coding yielded overarching labels (i.e., influence on pedagogy, 
rationale for pedagogy, influence on TC/SC, rationale for TC/SC). Data sources showed 
various TC and SC levels in each participants’ planning and action. 
Phases 3.1 and 4.1 emphasized focused coding as patterns and themes emerged to 
confirm or discount data collected in Phases 2, 3, and 4. Focused coding is a more 
analytical approach whereas initial coding is described as a summary of events (Charmaz, 
1988). Focused coding is an abstraction of all data. Labels and codes developed from 
initial coding was interpreted during focused coding for greater meaning of events. 
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Saldaña (2016) called this, “themeing the data” (p. 198). Throughout focused coding, I 
asked, “How do these data address or not address the research questions?”  
 “Emerging Themes” is one of the more important aspects of data analysis where 
patterns from conversations, vocabulary, and recurring activities indicate meaningful 
trends (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 171). As I became more familiar with this study’s data, 
certain ideas, topics, and central tendencies emerged (Kvale, 2013/2007). LeCompte and 
Schensul (2010) highlighted how emergence of multiple themes is common. Sometimes 
themes may contradict the original intent of the study. This was helpful in checking my 
own preconceived notions.  
I read each VSR and in-depth interview transcripts several times and read each 
participant’s response to specific interview questions side-by-side. “Observing others 
teach as professional/student” emerged as a common theme when citing a factor that 
influenced classroom pedagogy. Another common theme that emerged was in regard to 
learning experiences from higher education and college mentors: “college and 
professors.” Both of these themes were quickly revealed as they appeared in four out of 
five participants’ interview transcripts. Themes such as, “student teaching experience” 
and, “past mentors” appeared but were less common among the majority of participants. 
Once themes, items, or subunits were identified, they were compared to one 
another in a process called, “constant comparison” (Glaser & Strauss, 2017, p. 106). 
Constant comparison helped define concepts in Chapters V (cross-case analysis) and VI 
(discussion) by examining relationships between items. Constant comparison relates to 
axial coding, which is another level of coding beyond initial and focused coding.  
   [Axial coding] compares, reorganizes, or “focuses” the codes into categories, 
prioritize them to develop “axis” categories around which other revolve, and 
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synthesize them to formulate a central or core category that becomes the 
foundation for explication of a grounded theory. (Saldaña, 2016, p. 55) 
 
Emergent themes such as “past mentors; college and professors; student teaching 
experience; and observing others teach as a professional/student,” revolved around a 
common theme, the past. Several common themes were the result of axial coding. 
Although this multiple-case study did not intend to develop new theories about educators’ 
influences on pedagogy, axial coding was an approach used to link emergent themes 
among educators’ perceptions and experiences. 
Researcher Assumptions 
Assumptions reflect views that one holds true and from which one believes he/she 
will be able to draw conclusions (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016). The researcher made the 
following assumptions about influences on orchestra educators’ TC and/or SC instruction 
implementation: (a) participants may or may not have a general understanding of TC and 
SC teaching methodologies; (b) educators might identify themselves as largely TC and/or 
SC even though their definition of TC and/or SC methods is contrary to TC and SC 
definitions established by education scholars; (c) participants may knowingly choose to 
teach the way they teach because their method suits their vision of the public-school 
orchestra; (d) participants may or may not have a choice in varying their teaching 
method(s); (e) participants will present pedagogical views that can be regarded as, “folk 
pedagogy,” pedagogy with cultural influence (Bruner, 1996, p. 44); (f) some participants 
prefer to teach within their schools’ established norms; and (g) some participants might 
demonstrate the use of both TC and SC methods thus affirming Zeichner and Liston’s 
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(2014) views of a false dichotomy. These assumptions are addressed throughout the study 
and focused upon in Chapter VI. 
Limitations 
Three limitations appeared in this study. “Limitations are factors that may affect 
the results of the study and that are generally beyond the control of the researcher” 
(Hancock & Algozzine, 2017, p. 77). Limitations primarily affected data collection. 
Limitation 1. The finite encounters and interview time with participants allowed 
participants to provide limited information and details in regard to their experiences. Just 
as Van Manen (2014) described prereflective experience as momentary events one 
experiences unreflectively. Likewise the interviews a researcher conducts with 
participants can also be a prereflective experience from their point of view. Participants 
were not given interview protocol questions ahead of interviews. Thus, participants did 
not prepare their responses ahead of time, but rather responded to questions in real time. 
To address the possible limitations of this approach, or in the interests of methodological 
reflection, future researchers might consider interviewing participants twice with the 
same set of questions to gain additional insight. 
Limitation 2. Several participants struggled to capture footage of lessons they 
wanted to showcase due to unforeseen school events/conflicts.  
Limitation 3. Eight public-school orchestra educators had agreed to participate in 
the study (sharing teaching footage, offering self-reflections, give interviews). However, 
three participants were unable to proceed into various phases of the study. Additional 




Delimitations in this study focused on the experiences and qualifications of 
research participants; the study’s research questions; and the researcher’s approach in 
designing and implementing interview protocols. “Delimitations are the boundaries of 
research as it is being proposed and include such information as the ‘case’ being 
investigated and a brief description of its characteristics” (Hancock & Algozzine, 2017, 
p. 77). This multiple-case study investigated five NYS public-school orchestra educators’ 
perceptions of influences on pedagogy and their rationale for choosing their teaching 
method. 
Delimitation 1. NYS public-school orchestra educators were the focus of the 
study. NYS public-school music educators adhere to guidelines set forth by the New 
York State Board of Regents. The New York State P-12 Learning Standards for the Arts 
is a common curricular standard recognized by NYS public-school music educators. I 
also adhere and implement such standards as a NYS public-school music educator. The 
major professional music education organization in NYS is NYSSMA. Many NYS music 
educators are NYSSMA members. NYSSMA is an organization that provides 
performance opportunities (e.g., solo, ensemble, all-county, area all-state, and all-state) 
that follow an established benchmark agreed upon by its members.  
Participants in this study were NYS public-school orchestra educators and 
NYSSMA members at the time of the study. Participants and I have a common 
understanding of the orchestra education standards and NYSSMA expectations. Inviting 
participants from other states or professional music education organization might have 
presented issues in data collection when referencing state and/or NYSSMA standards. 
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Delimitation 2. Research questions and the nature of this study were largely 
descriptive, with a focus on educators’ perceptions in the scheme of TC and SC pedagogy 
implementation. This study was concerned with topics having an influence on five NYS 
public-school orchestra educators’ current pedagogical application. The research 
questions were not solely focused on one or two facets of an educator’s music education 
experience, nor were the questions concerned with any specific learning theory that 
affected an educator’s ability to implement TC and/or SC approaches. This study did not 
compare the efficacy of TC and SC pedagogy, but was concerned with how educators 
rationalized their chosen pedagogical approaches.  
Delimitation 3. Interview protocols were designed for participants to speak freely 
about influences that came to mind. Questions or talking points about any particular 
element of education (e.g., school culture or demographics) were not raised by the 
researcher unless participant(s) communicated certain elements as having an influence in 
their pedagogical choice/rationale. Asking and reporting on the influences of workplace 
colleagues would have steered the research focus directly to workplace colleagues. 
Steering the conversation and research towards a particular subject would have been 
unethical and biased on the part of the researcher. 
Trustworthiness 
Trustworthiness in qualitative research is a means of reassuring readers of a 
study’s significance and value (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
Bloomberg and Volpe (2016) raise the question, “How do we know that the qualitative 
study is believable, accurate, and plausible?” (p. 164). Lincoln and Guba (1985, 2000) 
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present four criteria for evaluating trustworthiness in qualitative research: credibility, 
dependability, conformability, and transferability.  
Credibility is achieved by ensuring the appropriate identification and description 
of participants (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). “Credible reports are those that readers feel 
trustworthy enough to act on and make decisions in line with” (Tracy, 2010, p. 842-843). 
An issue with qualitative research is that researchers will find what they want to find 
(Johnson, 1997). Selective observation/review of data can result from bias and diminish 
validity because researchers will experience difficulty separating themselves from their 
own experiences (Denzin, 2017). As a researcher, I tried to remain in a state of reflexivity 
– perpetually self-critiquing. Reflexivity prompted me to question my biases, 
assumptions, and prejudices about events and people involved in the study (LeCompte & 
Schensul, 2010). By recognizing my subjectivities, I reported data from a more objective 
perspective. Another way to check my bias is through, “negative case sampling” 
(Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 271). I purposefully sought data that disconfirmed my 
expectations and explanations within my interpretation. 
To achieve dependability, a high level of transparency, careful description of data 
analysis, and verification of data sources is required (Mandal, 2018). Throughout data 
collection and analysis, I acquired participant feedback, otherwise known as, “member 
checking” (Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 302). Member checking took place between 
data collection and the final stages of data analysis to maintain interpretation accuracy. I 
shared all of my data interpretations, findings, and themes with participants to verify 
accuracy after data analysis. Another way to improve validity is to utilize “peer review” 
(Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 303). I discussed research findings and interpretation 
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with my research sponsor and doctoral students/colleagues (all of whom completed IRB 
Human Subject Research training through CITI) to identify inconsistencies and 
methodological issues after data collection and analysis. Research participants were also 
assigned pseudonyms to maintain anonymity. 
Conformability is the level of objectivity during data collection and analysis 
(Mandal, 2018). Inter-rater reliability is a method to ensure that the interpretation of data 
is consistent through the coding process (Campbell, Quincy, Osserman, & Pedersen, 
2013). I transcribed and independently coded transcript data. Although I did not share 
transcripts with my research sponsor and doctoral colleagues for interpretation review, I 
conducted member checks with participants by sharing my data synthesis/interpretation 
with participants. Participants reviewed my interpretation of their interview responses 
and perspectives. 
 Transferability refers to the extent in which descriptions and findings in one 
context is applicable in another context. Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that 
transferability is not a concern of the original investigator, but more of a concern with 
other researchers trying to generalize findings from one study to another. For findings to 
be applicable from one study to another, readers will need to compare contextual 
similarities and differences of one study to another: “It is likely that the lessons learned in 
one setting might be useful to others” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016, p. 164). Hence, 
researchers will need to provide, “thick description” (Geertz, 2017/1973, p. 312). Thick 
description, a term Geertz borrowed from Ryle (2009/1971), refers to the ethnographic 
research method of reporting observations as well as the symbolic gestures and meanings 
behind observations. The nature of qualitative research relies on thick description 
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(Denzin, 2001). This research does not intend to achieve transferability due to varying 
teaching and environmental dynamics within education. 
Taylor et al. (2016) recommended “discounting data” by raising questions about 
the research process as a final phase in qualitative data analysis (p. 188). Discounting 
data is a combination of reflexivity and data verification to strengthen research validity. 
A researcher must think back to both solicited and unsolicited statements from the 
interview. This reflection focuses on the data collection process. The researcher 
investigates what was said and not said in completed interviews. Doing so prompts the 
researcher to question degrees of understanding and perception of the unit of study. I 
asked participants to clarify statements (data) made in previous discussions during the 
second in-depth interview and member checking process. A second approach used in 
discounting data was questioning my role in observation/data collection. How did my 
experience as an orchestra educator affect my observation? Did I look for certain cues or 
unintentionally overlook certain aspects in my participants’ responses? Giving my 
participants the freedom to document their teaching and self-reflection without my 
presence might have been a less obtrusive approach, but the data collection method was 
also given thorough consideration.  
Ethical Considerations 
“The trustworthiness of data is tied directly to the trustworthiness of those who 
collect and analyze data and their demonstrated competence” (Patton, 2015, p. 706). 
Patton referenced the integrity of researchers and their conduct to collect and report 
research honestly. Thus, researchers must consider ethical issues to establish safeguards 
that will protect participants from harm and ensure confidentiality (Bloomberg & Volpe, 
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2016, p. 161). I ensured confidentiality by adhering to Teachers College Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) policies.  
Participation in this study was voluntary. Music educators from the 2017-2018 
NYSSMA directory (potential participants) received information about the nature of this 
study (see Appendix A) prior to volunteering for the study. Educators interested in 
participating were asked to voluntarily complete a demographic inventory survey (see 
Appendix B). Once invited for participation, participants were asked to review and sign 
an informed consent form to participate (see Appendix C). The informed consent form 
informed participants of their rights and the precautions taken to preserve confidentiality 
and their anonymity.  
The overall risk to participants was minimal, which meant the harms or 
discomforts that participants might have experienced were not greater than what 
participants would ordinarily encounter in their daily lives while engaged in teaching or 
interacting in conversations. However, there were some risks to consider. Participants 
might have felt embarrassed to discuss topics that participants perceived as a momentary 
lapse in judgment. To preserve relational ethics, I was aware of my role and impact on 
participants during interactions and treated participants with respect (Tracy, 2013). 
Participants did not have to answer any question(s) or divulge anything they did not want 
to talk about. Participants were given the chance, choice, and opportunity to stop 
participating in the study at any time without penalty.  
Another risk I considered was the sharing of participants’ audio/visual teaching 
footage. Because I asked participants to share footage of their classrooms, I asked 
participants to ensure the privacy of students (under the age of 18) in his/her classroom. 
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To ensure the privacy of students, participants were asked to direct the video camera only 
to feature themselves in view. Another way participants and I ensured the privacy of 
students was to provide students with a face mask to prevent any way of identifying 
students in the video footage.  
Data collected from the demographic inventory, audio/visual recordings, lesson 
plan documents, interview audio recording, and interview transcripts were preserved in a 
private and locked secure space in the researcher’s home.  
Summary 
The case study research method focuses on a phenomenon within a bounded 
system (Creswell, 2013). This study is considered a “collective case study (or multiple-
case study)” because five participants from multiple sites provided information on a 
critical issue (Creswell, 2007, p. 74). The phenomenon examined was participants’ 
rationalization of TC and SC teaching methods. Phenomenological, ethnographic, and 
narrative inquiry research methods were employed to collect and analyze data. 
Documents, audiovisual materials, and interviews established data-source triangulation in 
the methodology. A single- and cross-case analysis was conducted to better understand 
pedagogical influences. A cross-case analysis was conducted to highlight similar and 
dissimilar features that significantly impacted participants’ TC and SC instruction. Cross-
case analysis compares multiple cases to reveal outstanding and common themes (Stake, 
2006). 
 Although timelines are shown as a linear progression of activities, some research 
phases overlapped. For example, there were instances when I began initial coding and 
data analysis of one participant’s interview transcript while awaiting research 
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participation confirmation from other participants. Appendix G shows the phases and 








The purpose of this study was to explore five New York State (NYS) public-
school orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy and their rationale for 
choosing their teaching method. This multiple-case study examined perceptions of 
influences. “Perception” refers to all the various forms of “direct, immediate, awareness 
of external reality” (Efron, 1969, p. 144). Scientific research views perception as a 
reaction of an organism to physical stimulus as opposed to conscious awareness (Audus, 
1962; Efron, 1969). Half a century later, researchers defined perception with both 
cognitive (conscious interpretation) and physiological (physical object interactions) 
features (Bruno & Pavani, 2018).  
“The world we know is a particularly human construction” (Stake, 1995, p. 99-
100). Stake builds on his statement and the idea of constructivism in qualitative research 
to remind readers of the uniqueness in understanding, knowing, and viewing experiences 
among individuals: “Knowledge appears to begin with sensory experience of external 
stimuli. New perceptions of stimulation mix with old. Some aspect of knowledge seem[s] 
generated entirely from internal deliberation” (Stake, 1995, p. 100). Stake (1995) 
proposed three realities: an external reality that stimulates us that we know nothing about 
but generate some understanding from personal interpretation; a second reality based on 
simple yet very persuasive stimulations in which people do not feel the need to verify; 
and a third reality of integrated interpretations.  
  
90 
Renowned astrophysicist Neil deGrasse Tyson gave an interview with Fareed 
Zakaria on CNN television network, stating, “For [a study] to become an objective truth, 
it requires more than one scientific paper, it requires a whole system of people’s research 
all leaning in the same direction pointing to the same consequence” (CNN, 2017). This 
aptly describes the sort of consensus that leads to generalizability, a concept explained by 
Stake (1995): “Views held by large numbers of people, especially respected people, are 
held credible, even factual” (p. 101). This chapter embraces the uniqueness of each 
orchestra educator’s perspective. Perceptions of influences are not simply reactions to 
stimuli, but a collection of thoughts and decisions based on personal experiences. 
However, only a handful of people’s views are examined and thus findings are not 
generalizable. 
This chapter first illustrates thirteen orchestra educators’ responses and findings to 
an open-ended survey question about pedagogical influence. Thirteen orchestra 
educators’ responses are examined first to present a broad view of what influences 
orchestra classroom pedagogy. Of the thirteen survey respondents, five NYS public-
school orchestra educators met the in-depth case study participation requirements.  
This chapter then approaches each of the five educators separately to examine 
teaching experiences, lesson plans/curriculum documents, observed teaching approaches, 
rationale for orchestra pedagogies, and views of how pedagogical influences affect their 
teacher-centered (TC) and/or student-centered (SC) approaches. This study emphasizes 
rich descriptive data from interviews as its primary source of information. Orchestra 
educators’ names have been replaced with pseudonyms in this report. 
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Thirteen Survey Responses and Findings to Research Question #1: What influences 
participants’ orchestra classroom pedagogy? 
Surveys are often designed to ensure generalizability among a collective or 
population (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). The demographic inventory survey used in the 
present study contained one open-ended question. The open-ended question captured 
respondents’ perception of pedagogical influences at one specific point in time and is not 
intended to be generalizable. The survey was administered between November of 2018 
and December of 2018. Survey responses varied in depth and breadth. All original survey 
responses are presented here; however, some responses have been shortened due to their 
length.  
The first educator cited external factors as having influenced his orchestra 
pedagogy. Professional development, student needs, and clearly defined objectives were 
cited to prepare students for performances and subsequent grade school orchestra 
programs. Educator One wrote: 
   Workshops at conferences and needs of learners. What the “end game” is to 
help them [students] prepare for concerts/middle school. Without things like this, 
you have no direction! 
 
The second educator valued students’ basic understanding of performance and 
sound. Sound exploration was seen as a point of interest for this educator’s students. The 
district level ensemble is an ensemble comprised of student musicians throughout a 
school district. Some school districts choose to organize a district-level ensemble, 
creating musical experiences similar to all-county and all-state ensemble events. Student 
experience with popular music performance was noted as a way to maintain interest as 
well as reinforce the use of technology in class and musical interpretation. Educator 
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Two’s pedagogy was influenced by students’ interests and the desire to give more 
ensemble performance opportunities. Educator Two wrote: 
   Strong rudiment in the beginning and stressing sound exploration to enrich 
students’ interest. Include a district level ensemble to enrich higher learners and 
also have a building level pop strings group where students learn to play songs 
and melodies that interest them that include background tracks. Helps reinforce 
technology and music interpretation. 
 
The third educator cited experience working as a performer, knowledge and 
teaching ability, and the desire to share transformative musical experiences with others. 
Educator Three viewed orchestra education as a vehicle to something greater in life. This 
educator felt obligated to pass musical knowledge to students. Educator Three’s 
pedagogy was influenced by her personal and professional music experiences. Educator 
Three wrote: 
   1. My personal experience as a violinist working with professional orchestras in 
Europe. 2. Knowledge of orchestral repertoire and ability to provide high standard 
instructions to my students firsthand. 3. Sharing my love and affection for the 
playing in an orchestra with my students…  
 
For Educator Four, educative decisions and activities were generated based on 
student needs while performance techniques and musical concepts remained at the center 
of the orchestra program. Educator Four emphasized the use of string instrument 
technique books as a supplement in an effort to scaffold towards greater musical goals. 
Educator Four briefly mentioned his upbringing in an area where instrumental students 
have private lesson support outside of school. A quick shift was made to describe the 
stark contrast of his current students’ music support outside of school. Educator Four’s 
response contained a lot of consideration for his students. Repertoire was used as a way 
to teach musical concepts. Popular music from the group Imagine Dragons was cited as a 
motivational path for students to learn new performance techniques. However, popular 
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music was introduced only after students, “earn it” by learning classical music repertoire. 
Participation in professional music education organizations and professional development 
in higher education studies were also cited as influential factors in Educator Four’s 
orchestra pedagogy. Educator Four wrote: 
   My students influence my pedagogy… I grew up in an area where every student 
in orchestra had private lessons. But in my current school, an area with a lot of 
poverty, almost none of my students take private lessons unless they take them 
with me. So I need to employ pedagogy that reaches as many students as possible, 
and accomplishes in a very limited amount of time what private lessons would be 
able to with a devoted hour each week to that student… I have found that project-
based learning is what motivates my students… My teachers have also influenced 
my choices on pedagogy. I truly owe them everything. I also teach with an 
emphasis on learning notation and drilling it from an early age.  
 
Educator Five was most influenced by her musicianship and commitment to 
teaching student musicians. Educator Five recognized a disconnect between beginning 
orchestra music literature and students’ instrumental music performance motivation. 
According to Educator Five, beginning orchestra students often develop performance 
technique and rudimentary skills on string instruments before performing literature from 
the popular music genres. Educator Five recalled her orchestra learning process 
experience but did not suggest a direct connection between how she teaches and the way 
she was taught. Educator Five also encouraged her students to participate in NYSSMA 
(New York State School Music Association) as an ensemble and with solo performance 
evaluations to provide student musicians added orchestra performance experience and 
assessment. Select groups or ensembles comprised of advanced student musicians were 
referenced. Educator Five wanted her students to have more experiences and so she 
invited all students to perform in NYSSMA major events. Educator Five wrote: 
   I am influenced most by my musicianship and a commitment to coaching the 
next generation of musicians and music lovers. Students want to play an 
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instrument; they want to play songs. As teachers we start with these inherently 
motivational goals and expand them to include having students play music that is 
unfamiliar to them, or more challenging than previous music was… I do not take 
select groups but the whole orchestra so that all students (regardless of personal 
achievement) have that opportunity to be a part of something bigger than 
themselves. I send hundreds of students to NYSSMA solo to give them the 
opportunity to excel and work toward a challenging goal. All of these experiences 
enrich students’ lives and teach them much more than notes on a page… 
 
The sixth educator referenced three well known music learning approaches in her 
elementary orchestra teaching. This educator valued technical development and cited her 
school orchestra curriculum as a guide for her third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade orchestras. 
Educator Six wrote: 
   Bob Culver: Sequence of technique; Gordon: Audiation and rhythm hearing and 
playing; Suzuki: Position and listening development. In the elementary orchestra 
classroom I look at orchestra as an extension of the lessons and skill building 
time. We work on position, posture, intonation, rhythm with an audible pulse. 
There are three orchestras in my building, third, fourth and fifth grade so the 
technical abilities progress through the curriculum. 
 
Educator Seven listed two professional music education organizations (New York 
State School Music Association and American String Teachers Association), two string 
instrument music studies/texts, and effective pedagogical approaches as having an 
influence on his pedagogy. Social media is known to connect educators by providing an 
internet space where educators communicate ideas. Educator Seven wrote: 
   NYSSMA, All For Strings, Essential Elements, Social Media, ASTA, All 
proven pedagogy that prior teachers use, and continues to be successful in my 
own classroom. 
 
Educator Eight was influenced by what she believed students needed prior to 
entering high school orchestra. This educator served as the intermediary orchestra 
teacher, receiving students from elementary orchestra programs and preparing students 
for the high school orchestra program. Variety in content difficulty and repertoire were 
  
95 
stressed to provide scaffolding in learning and musical exposure to students. Educator 
Eight also brought attention to the duration her students were enrolled in orchestra. 
Having students for several consecutive years enabled Educator Eight to better 
understand her students’ needs. Educator Eight wrote: 
   I make my decisions in lesson/method book and orchestra music based on the 
skills I think the students should be learning or reinforcing what they have 
previously learned as well as what I want them to learn along with knowing what 
is expected they know prior to reaching the HS… I also select pieces with a 
variety of styles and key signatures based on developing their knowledge of 
music… I find these are all important to me because my job as a middle school 
teacher is to develop their technique on the instrument as well as enforce 
intonation and then show them the various styles of music… I’m fortunate enough 
to have my students for four years so I really know their skill levels and how to 
challenge them when needed. I want to be sure they have a solid foundation 
before sending them to the high school level. 
 
Among the influences Educator Nine listed, being a first year teacher in a school 
district as an orchestra educator with more than 10 years of teaching experience is unique 
(according to this educator’s demographic survey response). Educator Nine cited research 
in music education, vision of school, students, and experience as influences on orchestra 
pedagogy. Educator Nine wrote: 
   Understanding of research and current dialogue regarding music education and 
child development; My position as being, “new” to a school (I am in my first year 
teaching in this district); My training and experience as a professional musician; 
The educational vision of my school and district; My students; My past 
experiences in music educator both as teacher and student. 
 
Educator Ten cited students as the most important influence on orchestra 
pedagogy. Educator Ten recognized his program contained traditional orchestra 
education elements but highlighted musical activities beyond instrumental performance. 
This educator did not clarify areas considered “traditional” in his program. His effort to 
promote “amateurism” and non-professional musical engagement was a way to help 
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students realize a more practical music experience. Educator Ten envisioned music 
education as a path to promote life-long musical engagement for his students. Other 
factors that influenced Educator Ten’s orchestra pedagogy included promoting student 
voice and fostering students’ sense of musical purpose. Educator Ten wrote: 
   I’m an advocate for increasing student voice and participation in determining 
what their orchestra education is going to do for them. While much of what I do 
in my program could be considered “traditional,” I also involve elements of 
composition, arrangement, and improvisation into my curriculum… I’m also a big 
believer in the promotion of “amateurism,” (e.g., that developing the skills for an 
amateur player is of greater value than trying to press the skills of a professional 
onto each individual). 
 
Educator Eleven was a high school orchestra director who was concerned with 
students’ instrumental performance abilities upon entering high school. Educator Eleven 
was influenced by students’ orchestral performance abilities in regard to performance 
standards created by NYSSMA. The NYSSMA manual and evaluative frameworks were 
used as student performance benchmarks. Educator Eleven wrote: 
   The influences on my orchestra classroom pedagogy for high school are derived 
from the following factors: what technique building was accomplished during 
middle school, what direction I want to take the orchestra, and NYSSMA level of 
playing I believe the orchestra is capable of doing. These influences are important 
to me because I want each student to realize what they are capable of producing! 
It also serves for me as a checklist of what I need to accomplish with each 
student. NYSSMA manual is the best way to keep the standards on a consistent 
and high level of being. 
 
Educator Twelve listed a wide range of musical experiences as influences on his 
orchestra pedagogy. Educator Twelve experienced many musical genres outside of 
Western classical music. He aimed to emphasize student musical understanding beyond, 
“note execution.” Fun was also an important part of the musical experience that Educator 
Twelve would like his students to experience. Educator Twelve wrote: 
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   My musical background is very varied… I did NOT grow up playing classical 
music, or really a string instrument at all, in the way that my students do. I have 
been an active composer, arranger and improviser and I think that above all I am 
influenced by my own eclectic musical background… my aim is for students to 
always understand what they are doing, rather than just execute the notes. I want 
them to know how to read music, not just to be able to decode individual notes on 
the staff… Finally, I always try and choose music that will be fun for them to play 
- music that will present challenges but not too many challenges so that they are 
able to feel successful while learning new things. 
 
The last educator was influenced by her personal and professional experience as a 
violin performer. Educator Thirteen’s experience working with world-renowned artists 
empowered her with an orchestral learning vision attuned to professional expectations. 
Educator Thirteen was influenced by her professional studies with world class performers 
and educators. Educator Thirteen wrote: 
   I have learned that I can guide my students to understand how to make the notes 
on the page come to life and mean something to them and to the audience… 
Learning the overarching musical ideas as a young musician shaped my life as a 
violinist and musician and I try to pass this along to my students… As a 
professional player, playing under one consistent conductor and then working 
with visiting conductors and playing in other freelance orchestras shaped my 
opinion of orchestral playing in a more nuanced way… many teachers, 
conductors, and directors throughout my life have left a distinct impact, that I feel 
shaped my core beliefs as a musician and educator…teaching privately has 
allowed me to shape my pedagogy to work for all students. 
 
Findings from Survey Respondents 
Thirteen orchestra educators responded openly to the first research question at 
varying lengths. An initial coding and content analysis of responses found 21 factors as 
having an impact on survey respondents’ orchestra classroom pedagogy. Table 2 provides 





Overview of Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy 




Teaching performance technique 2, 4, 6, 8, 11 
Personal experience and content knowledge as a performer and 
educator 
3, 5, 9, 12, 13 
Spreading the joy of music engagement 3, 5, 10, 13 
Professional development / Workshops 1, 4, 7 
Other Educators and Mentors 4, 6, 13 
Repertoire / Music Literature / Method books 4, 7, 8 
Students and Student needs 4, 8, 10 
Personal experience as a student 5, 12, 13 
NYSSMA performance opportunities 5, 7, 11 
Content curriculum alignment between elementary, middle, and high 
school 
6, 8, 11 
Concerts 1, 8 
Performance and musical opportunities beyond traditional school 
ensemble 
2, 10 
Theoretical Content Knowledge (Music Theory) 4, 12 
Community socioeconomic status 4 
Time 4 
Project Based Learning 4 
Internet / Social Media 7 
Promoting student voice / Democratization of orchestra 10 
Communicative aspect of music 13 
“Amateurism” – playing music for the sake of musical experience 10 
School district expectation / New teacher to district 9 
 
 The factors listed in Table 2 were not predetermined choices to be selected in the 
demographic inventory survey. The factors listed in Table 2 are syntheses based on my 
interpretation of survey respondents’ writing. Table 2 presents an initial glance at factors 
that influence educators’ orchestra pedagogy. “Teaching performance technique” and, 
“Personal experience and content knowledge as a performer and educator” were indicated 
by five survey respondents as influential factors. “Teaching performance technique” and, 
“Personal experience and content knowledge” were cited the most followed by, 
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“Spreading the joy of music engagement” (indicated four times). Although content 
analysis and frequency evaluation was conducted to better understand survey response 
data, “The overall intent is not to quantify qualitative data; tallies and frequencies are 
essentially a supplement to the narrative” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016, p. 210). 
“Students and student needs” was indicated by three out of thirteen survey 
respondents. “Promoting student voice / Democratization of orchestra” and, “Amateurism 
– playing music for the sake of musical experience” are two additional factors that focus 
on valuing student experience. Upon closer examination of factors listed in Table 2, 
commonalities were found among factors. Axial coding of factors listed in Table 2 led to 
four categories of concern: (a) content, (b) educator, (c) school operation, and (d) student. 
For example, “Communicative aspect of music” and, “Theoretical Content Knowledge 
(Music Theory)” revolve around content. “Time” and, “Concerts” revolve around school 
operation. “Concerts” can be categorized under content, however, “Concerts” are often 
decided upon by school administrators and are events dictated by a school’s academic 





Factors Categorized by Concern 
Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy Categories of Concern 
Teaching performance technique Content 
Repertoire / Music Literature / Method books Content 
Performance and musical opportunities beyond traditional school 
ensemble 
Content 
Theoretical Content Knowledge (Music Theory) Content 
Project Based Learning Content 
Communicative aspect of music Content 
 
Personal experience and content knowledge as a performer and 
educator 
Educator 
Spreading the joy of music engagement Educator 
Professional development / Workshops Educator 
Other Educators and Mentors Educator 
Personal experience as a student Educator 
Internet / Social Media Educator 
 
NYSSMA performance opportunities School Operation 
Content curriculum alignment between elementary, middle, and 
HS 
School Operation 
Concerts School Operation 
Community socioeconomic status School Operation 
Time School Operation 
School district expectation / New teacher to district School Operation 
 
Students and Student needs Student 
Promoting student voice / Democratization of orchestra Student 
“Amateurism” – playing music for the sake of musical experience Student 
 
Factors related to content, educators, and school operation appeared twice as 
many times as factors directly related to students. 
When investigating the frequency at which survey respondents indicated factors 
related to a category of concern (content, educator, school operation, and student), a 
disproportionate number of respondents referenced content, themselves (educators), and 
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school operation over students. Table 4 presents the number of times survey respondents 




Number of Times Survey Respondents Cited Categories of Concern 
Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy Categories of Concern 
# of Survey 
Respondents 
Teaching performance technique Content 5 
Repertoire / Music Literature / Method books Content 3 
Performance and musical opportunities beyond 
traditional school ensemble 
Content 2 
Theoretical Content Knowledge (Music Theory) Content 2 
Project Based Learning Content 1 
Communicative aspect of music Content 1 
 Total: 14 
 
Personal experience and content knowledge as a 
performer and educator 
Educator 5 
Spreading the joy of music engagement Educator 4 
Professional development / Workshops Educator 3 
Other Educators and Mentors Educator 3 
Personal experience as a student Educator 3 
Internet / Social Media Educator 1 
 Total: 19 
 
NYSSMA performance opportunities School 
Operation 
3 
Content curriculum alignment between elementary, 













School district expectation / New teacher to district School 
Operation 
1 
 Total: 11 
 
Students and Student needs Student 3 
Promoting student voice / Democratization of orchestra Student 1 
“Amateurism” – playing music for the sake of musical 
experience 
Student 1 





Based on Table 4, not only do factors concerned with content, educators, and 
school operation appear twice as frequently as factors directly related to students, but 
survey respondents commented two to nearly four times as frequently about content, 
educator, and school operation factors compared to student-related factors. This suggests 
survey respondents were more concerned with teaching content, school operations, and 
areas related to their own roles and techniques when thinking about pedagogical 
influence compared to areas related to students. Tables 3 and 4 provide a brief overview 
of survey respondents’ factors within categories and frequency at which categories were 
cited as well as highlight the disproportionate concerns with certain aspects of the 
educative experience. 
Five NYS Public-School Orchestra Educators’ Cases and Findings 
Part of Educator Thirteen’s survey response was, “It is hard to list all of the 
influences on orchestra classroom pedagogy because of the amount of influential people 
and the amount of years I have been learning.” As noted earlier, this study emphasizes 
rich descriptive data from interviews as its primary source of information. Henceforth are 
five orchestra educators’ semi-portraits designed to describe accounts of influences on 
pedagogy, how they rationalized/justified their pedagogical choice, and influences on 
their implementation of teacher- and/or student-centered instruction.  
Orchestra Educator: Mrs. Tracy Ebert 
 Mrs. Ebert (Educator Eight survey respondent) knew in high school that she 
would become a music educator. Her primary instrument is cello, but she found it ironic 
that she was inspired by her high school band teacher to become a music educator rather 
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than being called to music education by her orchestra teacher. Mrs. Ebert was an 
orchestra student in high school but also participated in the color guard of their marching 
band. After having a few conversations about college with her high school band teacher, 
Mrs. Ebert decided to pursue music education.  
Mrs. Ebert has been teaching orchestra for 13 years. She taught seventh-grade 
general music for one year before teaching orchestra. Mrs. Ebert teaches fifth-, sixth-, 
seventh-, and eighth-grade orchestra in a densely populated area in New York State. The 
following demographic information are approximations. A little over half of the student 
population is White, a fifth are Hispanic/Latino, and a sixth are African American. 
Multiracial and Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander students make up less 
than a tenth of the student demographics. Mrs. Ebert noted that over half of the student 
population in her school district are economically disadvantaged.  
There are approximately 135 students in her orchestra program. Mrs. Ebert sees 
positive growth in her orchestra program enrollment and looks forward to continuing this 
trend. Every orchestra student receives one group lesson every six days and attends an 
orchestra rehearsal once every other day. Mrs. Ebert only teaches orchestra and monitors 
one section of study hall in her school. When asked about how she ended up assigned to 
study hall, Mrs. Ebert said, “I was told that I was needed in this capacity this year and I 
just chose to not push it further and said okay for this year, I’ll just do it.”  
 Mrs. Ebert’s orchestra program calls upon her and her students to prepare for a 
winter concert performance, spring concert performance, popular (pops) music concert, 
NYSSMA majors (ensemble) assessment, NYSSMA solo assessment, all-county 
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participation, a park competition performance (usually hosted by a popular theme park), 
and booster/fund raising performance events outside of school.  
Document Review: Lesson Plan 1 and Student Questionnaire 
Observations and conclusions can be drawn about the values of a school district 
based on documents such as a formal observation lesson plan form. Mrs. Ebert shared a 
formal observation lesson plan of her seventh- and eighth-grade orchestra rehearsal, a 
questionnaire administered during the class, and students’ questionnaire responses. See 
Appendix H for the lesson plan and Appendix I for the questionnaire and responses. The 
formal observation lesson plan form require teachers to write information about 
curriculum standards, teaching standards, student / class profile, learning targets, 
assessments, cognitive engagement, adjustment / modifications, groups (for group 
activity), and resources. The lesson plan form was created by Mrs. Ebert’s school district. 
Asking educators to list curriculum and teaching standards, learning targets, assessment, 
and class resources is common practice.  
Student / class profile, cognitive engagement, adjustment / modifications, and 
groups are areas in lesson planning that focus more on individual students and learning 
activities. Mrs. Ebert’s school district listed the following descriptions as areas of concern 
within the lesson plan form:  
(a) Student / class profile: accommodations in instruction to meet student learning 
needs. 
(b) Cognitive engagement: activities to engage students in the intended learning 
outcomes. 
(c) Adjustment / modifications: ways in which [the teacher] may adjust the lesson 
if formative assessments warrant modification. 




For a school district to list, “groups” as an area of lesson planning suggests the 
expectation that students will interact with one another during the lesson. All areas of the 
documented lesson plan suggest an educator’s and school’s values towards particular 
facets of a lesson.  
For curriculum standards, understanding a musical key along with its technical 
execution is planned to support anticipated performance repertoire. Mrs. Ebert referenced 
time as a factor allowing her and her class to review the piece, “This is Me.” Teaching 
standards contained brief descriptions with check boxes; Standard 1: Knowledge of 
Students and Student Learning; Standard 2: Knowledge of Content and Instructional 
Planning; Standard 3: Instructional Practice; Standard 4: Learning Environment; and 
Standard 5: Assessment of Student Learning. Although none of these items were checked 
in the lesson plan form, Mrs. Ebert addressed each of these elements in her teaching. 
 Mrs. Ebert listed the following student / class profile information. 25 seventh-
grade students, 12 eighth-grade students, one seventh-grade student with a 504 plan, two 
seventh-grade and two eighth-grade students with disabilities and zero English Language 
Learner classification. Mrs. Ebert’s learning targets included: The Key of F, eighth-note 
shorthand notation from String Basics book two (Shade & Woolstenhulme, 2011), and 
application of shorthand eighth note reading in Hickory Variations (Harbinson, 1999). 
For assessments, Mrs. Ebert wrote: 
   I will be evaluating students by visual and auditory observation. Can [students] 
correctly play the F scale? Do [students] understand how to read the new 
notation? Can we begin to apply that to our piece? 
 
This is largely an informal assessment approach. Mrs. Ebert was fully in charge of 
gauging students’ understanding. Mrs. Ebert’s students were expected to follow a routine 
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established through many years of orchestral studies within the program. The cognitive 
engagement component highlights a level of participation when engaged and disengaged 
with Mrs. Ebert’s instruction.  
Adjustment / modifications listed are as follows: 
   I will review skills or take longer on areas that may need more clarification 
depending on how things go. I assess constantly in this class. Many issues can 
arise that I address on the fly. If I do not address something in that moment I 
make note of it for a future class in my plan book. 
 
Mrs. Ebert used many first-person pronouns, which suggested greater consideration for 
her role as teacher directing learning. Under group category in lesson planning, Mrs. 
Ebert indicated how students were expected to interact in a traditional orchestra class 
setting. Student collaboration in this case was under the direction of Mrs. Ebert, not self-
generated by students. 
Mrs. Ebert’s lesson plan demonstrated a high level of teacher-directed decision-
making in the performance learning process. However, a questionnaire was administered 
to solicit students’ perspectives about music instrumental practice at home. See Appendix 
I for the questionnaire and student responses. Mrs. Ebert sought students’ individual 
opinion and self-assessment to better understand students’ practice at home. These 
questions were descriptive and required students to be reflective about their self-agency 
to practice. These data points were important for Mrs. Ebert as she was able to plan and 
strategize with students towards greater independent musical practice outside of school. 
When asked about using these data, Mrs. Ebert said, “I shared the results with the whole 
class the next day. I compiled all the results to see what the class is saying [in terms of] 
how much they’re practicing.” 
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Observed Teaching Approach 1 
Mrs. Ebert shared two examples of orchestra rehearsal footage with me. Her first 
rehearsal was with her seventh and eighth grade orchestra. Mrs. Ebert began the lesson by 
tuning students’ instruments while the ensemble warmed up. During this warm up phase, 
students approached Mrs. Ebert’s podium one at a time to submit their questionnaires. 
Moments later, Mrs. Ebert gestured to students to stop warming up and the rehearsal 
room became silent. Announcements were made about group lessons, obtaining a group 
lesson pass, an evening professional concert performed by an alumnus of their school 
district, ticket prices to the concert, and an offer from Mrs. Ebert to pay for students’ 
tickets if interested in attending the concert. The announcement about the professional 
alumnus musician seemed to be inspiring to the students based on their observed chatter 
and captivation by the notion that graduates of the orchestra program can perform 
professionally. While distributing new lesson schedules to students, Mrs. Ebert made a 
lighthearted comment about snow days: “We’ll see how long we get before there’s a 
snow day and it [the lesson schedule] gets all messed up.” Mrs. Ebert teaches in an area 
that experiences a lot of winter precipitation that results in school closures. Another flyer 
for their booster club was circulated to students. Finally, Mrs. Ebert asked students to 
retrieve a handout with information about the upcoming NYSSMA solo festival. Mrs. 
Ebert informed me that she assigns students their NYSSMA solo pieces. 
Mrs. Ebert rehearsed her orchestra in the school auditorium. A portable dry-erase 
board with the lesson agenda was situated behind Mrs. Ebert. Announcements written on 
the dry-erase board prompted students to prepare their music ahead of time. The orchestra 
began rehearsal with an F major scale. However, before the orchestra played an F scale, a 
cellist asked Mrs. Ebert how to play the F scale. Mrs. Ebert demonstrated the fingering in 
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the air while saying the finger numbers and string placements. It took students a few 
more seconds to settle in place. While the orchestra performed their scale, Mrs. Ebert 
gave reminders about lower finger placements for more accurate pitch. Mrs. Ebert 
conducted the scale at the podium. Her students performed the scale, one bow per note, in 
the following rhythmic order without stopping in-between: whole note, half note, quarter 
note, and eighth note. 
After the scale, Mrs. Ebert transitioned to their String Basics music text. Mrs. 
Ebert referenced a, “shorthand” notation print in the String Basics music text to help 
students recognize a similar shorthand notation that will appear in another piece of music. 
One minute into this activity, a student raised his hand and told Mrs. Ebert that someone 
had taken his folder. Mrs. Ebert turned around to check if there was a missing folder in 
her music container. Mrs. Ebert found a folder in her container and then asked the class, 
“Does anyone have folder number four?” Students were unable to identify their own 
folder and Mrs. Ebert commented, “Why is it January and we don’t know what folders 
we are supposed to have?” Once a replacement folder was located, Mrs. Ebert continued 
to explain shorthand notation. Students were then instructed to look at one of the excerpts 
in the String Basics music text and Mrs. Ebert counted off the orchestra to begin playing 
the eight-measure excerpt. The excerpt contained a long string of eighth notes written in 
their entirety. Mrs. Ebert continued to count aloud while students performed. Another 
excerpt was presented to show how eighth notes are condensed in music. Mrs. Ebert gave 
a detailed explanation of how music copyists during the pre-printing press and photocopy 
machine eras wrote music notation using this short-hand form. The room was very quiet 
and students were attentively listening to Mrs. Ebert. Mrs. Ebert counted off the students 
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to perform the second excerpt with the short-hand notation and students performed the 
excerpt successfully.  
Next, Mrs. Ebert brought attention to students’ bow arms when playing. Mrs. 
Ebert borrowed a student’s violin and bowed an open string with a locked wrist and 
elbow. The bow was then drawn across the strings in a curved path. Mrs. Ebert gave a 
second demonstration with bent wrist and elbow motions. The bow then travelled 
perpendicular to the strings. Mrs. Ebert asked her students, “What am I doing?” A student 
responded to identify the issue. Mrs. Ebert asked students to perform the excerpt a third 
time but directed students to take note of whether or not they are bowing with a locked 
wrist and elbow. After students performed the excerpt, Mrs. Ebert offered suggestions on 
how to bow correctly. Mrs. Ebert then directed students to perform the same excerpt 
more quickly and to use less bow. Critique was given to the cello section about their 
timing. Mrs. Ebert directed students to perform the excerpt again.  
Throughout the lesson, Mrs. Ebert’s students brought their instruments to her for 
tuning, even in the middle of her explanations. In a show of multi-tasking skills, Mrs. 
Ebert always maintained the pace of her class instruction while tuning or fitting a chin 
rest on a viola. When another excerpt was assigned, Mrs. Ebert demonstrated by singing 
the excerpt and making a bowing gesture in the air. She tapped her baton on a music 
stand, mimicking a metronome. After starting and stopping another musical excerpt, Mrs. 
Ebert asked for a student’s instrument to make a full demonstration of the excerpt. Mrs. 
Ebert asked students to listen for the F-natural pitch and to watch her bow arm. Students 
tried to perform the excerpt two more times before moving on to another piece. 
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Mrs. Ebert then transitioned to the piece that featured shorthand notation. Mrs. 
Ebert brought students’ attention to the short-hand notation and the orchestra began to 
rehearse. Mrs. Ebert sang parts of the music as she tapped her baton on the music stand. 
She guided her students throughout the rehearsal. Mrs. Ebert also gestured with the 
fingers on her left hand to demonstrate the exact fingering that violins needed to use in 
the music. In other words, Mrs. Ebert was demonstrating the precise fingering that the 
violin section was supposed to use while she sang the part as students played the excerpt.  
The rehearsal concluded with students performing an arrangement of “This is 
Me” from The Greatest Showman. The Greatest Showman is an American drama film 
released in 2017. A large part of Mrs. Ebert’s rehearsal technique was to have her 
students play their parts repeatedly, but each time Mrs. Ebert noticed an issue, she 
stopped the ensemble and addressed the problem by giving clear instructions on how to 
perform properly and improve.  
Self-Reflection 1 
 Mrs. Ebert provided one video recorded reflection based on the seventh and 
eighth grade rehearsal. Mrs. Ebert’s reflection began with descriptions of her student 
musicians’ abilities. She cited her students’ potential, talent, and NYSSMA-level 
accomplishments. Mrs. Ebert mentioned that there was a wide range of student abilities 
and much of this was attributed to students’ work ethic. Mrs. Ebert remarked 
   I find that to be very frustrating that I am constantly trying to find music and 
curriculum that fits in the mix of the level, of how much they [students] want to 
put forth effort as well as their skills. Because you know you’re really trying to 
find a blend between challenging a level four player and not picking something so 




Mrs. Ebert found success in using the String Basics text because the book 
contains technical exercises that helped her scaffold performance concepts. The book 
contains a wide variety of note reading exercises that also helped develop students’ music 
reading skills. Mrs. Ebert felt that she, “lucked out” when a few of the excerpts in the 
String Basics text were in the key of F major. This gave Mrs. Ebert an opportunity to 
scaffold reading in the key of F in an exercise before having students perform in this key 
in other pieces. A large portion of this reflection was focused on students’ ability to 
perform accurately and address pitch and technique. Behavior was mentioned that 
attributed to the amount of teaching Mrs. Ebert felt she could have accomplished. Here is 
her account: 
   They [students] actually were a much better behaved class today than they have 
been at other times. They were really focused. They allowed me to really teach. I 
did not get into it as much as I would have liked in the book. I feel like I could 
have gone further, I could have taken more time with how to play those notes in 
using the bow arm correctly. It’s just, in a forty minute class when I spend far too 
much time tuning, it’s difficult to go as far as I want. So I’m hopeful I can go 
back to that and force those skills and get a little bit more in depth with that in 
class and then in their lessons. 
 
Mrs. Ebert felt that class time, student behavior, the nature of orchestral performance, 
tuning instruments, and planned lesson agenda had an impact on how she conducted the 
lesson and subsequent lessons. At the same time, Mrs. Ebert finished the reflection by 
praising her students and recognizing that her students have room to grow. Mrs. Ebert 
looked for scaffolding opportunities and continued to search for music literature and 
ways to address performance level disparities within her orchestra. In closing, Mrs. Ebert 
said: 
   Thankfully our concert is not until May and our NYYSMA majors, it’s not until 
June. So I have a decent amount of time to really get nitpicky later. Right now, 
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I’m just trying to lay the foundation of how we play and then I can go back and 
adjust things later. So in general it was pretty good class. 
 
The brief comment about a May concert and NYSSMA majors raises the question of how 
Mrs. Ebert feels that impacts her pedagogy and whether or not these events affect her 
choice of TC versus SC pedagogies. Mrs. Ebert also mentioned her school’s low 
socioeconomic status but did not share details about how low socioeconomic status 
affected her pedagogical approach.  
Document Review: Lesson Plan 2  
Mrs. Ebert shared a brief lesson plan of her fifth-grade orchestra rehearsal. See 
Appendix J for lesson plan. This lesson plan form did not follow the same format as the 
one prescribed by Mrs. Ebert’s school district. Mrs. Ebert noted that this lesson plan was 
different from the formal observation lesson plan because she does not regularly write out 
her lesson plans. As a public-school orchestra educator of more than 10 years, she is well 
aware of her curriculum and the program learning sequence. Nonetheless, Mrs. Ebert 
provided me with a lesson plan for her fifth-grade orchestra rehearsal.  
 The lesson plan contained planning areas for Procedures, Curriculum Standards, 
Teaching Standards, Learning Targets, and Assessments. Mrs. Ebert’s procedures 
focused on a D scale warm up and several String Basics music text exercises. For 
curriculum standards, Mrs. Ebert wrote: 
   Students just had their winter concert a week ago so they are now working on 
new skills in preparation of the next concert music as well as reviewing skills we 
may have not used recently. They will be receiving new music next week to work 
on.  
 
Similar to Mrs. Ebert’s seventh- and eighth-grade lesson plan, this lesson plan was also 
focused on musical performance skills geared towards a future concert performance. All 
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five teaching standards were listed (similar to previous lesson plan). Learning targets 
were, “to review eighth notes and G-string to prepare for their upcoming new concert 
music.” For assessment, Mrs. Ebert wrote, “Assessment was done throughout the class by 
listening and observation.”  
 Mrs. Ebert’s fifth-grade lesson plan resembled her seventh- and eighth-grade 
lesson plan. Much of her intended lesson was teacher-directed.  
Observed Teaching Approach 2 
 Mrs. Ebert shared a second teaching video of her conducting a fifth-grade 
orchestra rehearsal. Their first task was to play the D scale in a prescribed rhythmic 
order: whole note, half note, quarter note, and finally eighth notes. A student asked, 
“What about sixteenth notes or thirty-sixth notes?” Mrs. Ebert replied, “not yet, and 
thirty-sixth notes is not a thing.” Another student continued to talk and Mrs. Ebert was 
quick to ask the student to stop. Mrs. Ebert gave the downbeat to the scale with her baton, 
counted the beats aloud, and students produced a D note but proceeded to the next E note 
at various times. Mrs. Ebert stopped the orchestra immediately and asked, “What do we 
start with?” Students responded, “Whole notes.” Mrs. Ebert commented, “Some of you 
played half notes.” The orchestra restarted. Mrs. Ebert counted aloud for students as she 
conducted the scale. Students performed the D scale with greater rhythmic accuracy and 
cycled through the rhythmic sequence. Mrs. Ebert then gave feedback and direct 
instruction to her bass student about shifting and asked her bassist to try performing with 
the adjustments. The rest of the orchestra sat quietly. The warm up ended with Mrs. Ebert 
telling students, “It’s getting better. We still have to work on the eighth notes, but you are 
getting the pattern.” 
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 Mrs. Ebert’s orchestra class was set up in a traditional semi-circle shape with Mrs. 
Ebert at the podium. Next, they transitioned to the String Basics music text. Mrs. Ebert 
asked, “Did we do eighth notes in the book?” and a student quickly responded with the 
numbers they accomplished in the previous rehearsal. Mrs. Ebert asked the class to 
perform the next excerpt in the music text sequence and to sing the excerpt. Throughout 
the singing demonstration, Mrs. Ebert changed to words that have syllables resembling 
the rhythm. This exercise contained four eighth notes followed by two quarter notes. Mrs. 
Ebert sang, “Miss-iss-ip-pi-Hot--Dog--" to help students experience the rhythm. Students 
finished the excerpt and Mrs. Ebert brought students’ attention to the C-sharp pitch in the 
excerpt. Mrs. Ebert asked all students to bring the C-sharp pitch higher. Students played 
the excerpt a second time. Mrs. Ebert’s feedback to the second round of playing was for 
students to look at their left hand fingers and adjust their second and third fingers. Next, 
Mrs. Ebert asked students to play their open A-string (a note without the use of finger 
placement) and to move from one pitch to the next in ascending order. This exercise was 
aural skills exercise meant to focus students on their own playing and listening to pitch. 
Mrs. Ebert gave guiding instructions as students ascended one note at a time on the A-
string. Mrs. Ebert remarked, “Stop, that’s right. That’s what I need to hear at #145.” 
Students performed the excerpt two more times, each time with more pitch and rhythmic 
accuracy. Mrs. Ebert moved onto the next exercise with a different rhythmic pattern. 
However, before students played the next exercise, Mrs. Ebert helped another student 
adjust their bow hold hand placement.  
 The next exercise consisted of arpeggios. This excerpt challenged students to 
connect rhythmic and note variation. As Mrs. Ebert introduced more exercises, her 
  
116 
teaching approach remained consistent. Everyone sang the exercise with letter names of 
notes while Mrs. Ebert tapped her baton matching the rhythm shown in the exercise. Mrs. 
Ebert reminded students, “Make sure your notes are in tune!” In the middle of the lesson, 
Mrs. Ebert demonstrated correct bow motion using a student’s violin. She purposefully 
bowed a few notes with proper and improper technique. Mrs. Ebert asked her students to 
assess her arm and bow motion. Once students identified the issue, Mrs. Ebert explained 
the proper arm motion and gave students a moment to, “try it.” Students were given a 
minute to bow random notes while focusing on their own bow arm motion. Mrs. Ebert 
moved around the room to assess and assist students in moving their bows properly. Once 
students regrouped, Mrs. Ebert explained the exact bow length needed to perform certain 
rhythmic/length notes.  
 The class moved onto the next activity, string review exercise. Once students 
started, Mrs. Ebert moved around the class to help students. At one point, Mrs. Ebert 
said, “Listen to each other!” In another instance, Mrs. Ebert tried to start the exercise 
while students were inattentive. Mrs. Ebert scolded the class by telling the class how they 
were, “fooling around.” Students regrouped themselves and played the exercise. After 
playing the exercise, it was visible that one of the students was unaware of the exercise 
the class was playing. Mrs. Ebert reminded the class, “Part of the reason I say you need to 
be silent and ready to go is so you know where we are.” The class played the exercise a 
second time. Mrs. Ebert then challenged the class to play a passage with their pinky 
finger. Even with only two minutes left in the class, Mrs. Ebert continued to reinforce 
concepts. Mrs. Ebert gave the following closing remark as her students packed their 
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instruments, “I will give you photo copies of the page. I don’t want excuses on us unable 
to work on our strings because we don’t have a book.” 
Self-Reflection 2 
 Mrs. Ebert provided one video reflection based on her fifth-grade orchestra 
rehearsal. More details about the fifth-grade class were shared. The footage shared with 
me was one of two fifth-grade rehearsal classes because there were close to 50 orchestra 
students in the fifth-grade program. Mrs. Ebert said: 
   We found that teaching fifth graders who have never been in a large ensemble 
before, it was just too much having 50, so splitting them up made it a little bit 
easier just for sheer numbers and then I tried to divide them based on previous 
teacher recommendation of level. Like kind of where they were at so that there 
was a slightly higher level group and a slightly lower level group… Fifth graders, 
they can be a little hyper, a little active but thankfully there’s about 16 in the class 
so that’s a good size. 16, I feel like it’s a really comfortable size for fifth grade. I 
can handle it. I can give some individual attention where needed but I can get 
done what I need to. 
 
This first point is important to note because Mrs. Ebert clearly stated, student enrollment 
numbers and performance abilities have an effect on instruction. Next, Mrs. Ebert spoke 
about why they focused on String Basics music text exercises. One of Mrs. Ebert’s 
pedagogical decisions was based on skills needed for concert repertoire.  
   They [students] just had their concert a week ago so we’ve been spending the 
last week working on just some techniques and some skills that they’re going to 
need in their upcoming concert music. They don’t have another concert until the 
end of May. 
 
In another reflection, Mrs. Ebert expressed concerns with students’ behavior and 
expectations. Mrs. Ebert said:  
   With the fifth grade, it’s not just about the skills, it’s about their learning how I 
teach and what my expectations are for them. I [will] teach these kids for four 




Like many orchestra lessons, a major focus of Mrs. Ebert’s lesson was technique. Mrs. 
Ebert said, “It’s obviously not perfect, we spend a lot of time working on technique. 
There are just so many issues with the technique that come up.” In talking about the two 
fifth-grade orchestra groups, Mrs. Ebert felt that some students did not have as good of a, 
“follow through” as the other group. This was in reference to practicing at home and 
responding to instruction during class. During the time that Mrs. Ebert left the camera 
shot, she was helping a bass student with bowing. Mrs. Ebert commented on how 
important it was to give students this type of individual attention.  
 Mrs. Ebert then spoke briefly about how school district resources impacted 
instruction with her student bassists.  
   I think sometimes with bass, it’s just hard because bass is big and these kids are 
generally not that big and some of my bass [instruments are] unfortunately 
probably a little too big for some of these kids. But that’s what the district gave 
me so that’s what I have to work with. 
 
Mrs. Ebert also spoke about adjusting her lesson because of anomalies. She felt she didn’t 
teach all of her content because technical inaccuracies happen at the spur of the moment. 
Mrs. Ebert said, “If something needs more work that we need to focus on, like today, 
with the intonation, I take the opportunity to work on it instead of flying through the 
eighth notes, which was my original plan.” She then described her views on being a 
flexible educator: “You kind of have a plan in place when you go in and then you just 




Research Question #1: What influences Mrs. Ebert’s orchestra classroom 
pedagogy? 
VSR interview responses. Throughout Mrs. Ebert’s lesson plans, observed 
teaching, self-reflections, and interviews, Mrs. Ebert reiterated developing her students’ 
musical performance skills as the central goal of her orchestra program. She frequently 
cited preparation for concert performances, NYSSMA majors, and NYSSMA solo 
performances as events students are working toward. When developing her fifth-, 
seventh-, and eighth-grade orchestra lessons, Mrs. Ebert considered students’ 
instrumental performance abilities, the level of repertoire, rehearsing challenging parts of 
their repertoire, supplemental musical text exercises to aid in scaffolding musical 
concepts, new music notation concepts, technical performance concepts, and allotted 
class time as influential factors in her classroom pedagogy. 
 When talking about time and her seventh- and eighth-grade lesson in reading 
short hand notation, Mrs. Ebert said: 
   I would like to have gone a little bit more into the technique of playing the 
eighth notes. I felt like I was a little rushed for time. It took me a very long time to 
tune. It was ridiculous but we’re in the middle of winter and these school 
instruments just do not hold [tuning]. And there are 40 kids in the class and we 
have to move on. I would have liked to have gone into more in that particular 
lesson. 
 
Time, tuning instruments, and class size impacted how much Mrs. Ebert could 
accomplish. Mrs. Ebert felt that tuning combined with class size compounded the issue. 
Her message about, “mov[ing] on” suggested that class momentum was important.  
 Performance technique was of concern for Mrs. Ebert. Mrs. Ebert felt that her 
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She also cited students’ behavior as having an impact on her ability to accomplish much 
of her lesson plans. 
 An external factor that presented an issue was school scheduling. School 
scheduling contributed to students’ group lesson absenteeism because school periods did 
not align between grade levels within one and/or multiple buildings. This caused 
confusion among teachers. Mrs. Ebert found herself making adjustments to her lessons 
because of the resulting trickle-down effect. 
In-depth interview responses. Mrs. Ebert stated that her goal was to teach 
students particular concepts that she felt were appropriate for their age level. Pedagogical 
decisions were informed by discussions among her and her district’s orchestra colleagues. 
A major goal of Mrs. Ebert was to prepare her students for high school orchestra. Mrs. 
Ebert evaluated the appropriateness of music texts, supplements, and concert repertoire 
while maintaining musical integrity. Mrs. Ebert stated, “I try to pick music that I like, that 
achieves the goals that we’re working towards. And hopefully that the kids like as well.” 
 In a more general sense of who and what influenced Mrs. Ebert’s pedagogy, Mrs. 
Ebert cited her college education, her mentors while student-teaching, and in-service 
teaching experience. Mrs. Ebert expressed admiration for her student-teaching mentors. 
She said, “They [student-teaching mentors] had a strong influence on how I started. The 
materials and the ways I would run a class kind of came from seeing how they did it.” 
Mrs. Ebert included a thought on how experience influenced her pedagogy. 
Altering a little bit myself through my own experiences in a couple districts and 
things that I found work for me versus things that crashed and burned. It was 
probably more from experience and seeing how some other people talk. Less than 




Research Question #2: How does Mrs. Ebert rationalize/justify her pedagogical 
choice? 
VSR interview responses. Mrs. Ebert positioned herself as an educator that leads 
and introduces new concepts to her students. She provided a lot of technical performance 
suggestions to students while students played and when they were in rest position. Many 
orchestra ensemble educators tend to focus on technical performance when developing 
instrumental performance skills. Educators might address other musical elements as they 
see fit. As noted earlier in Mrs. Ebert’s rehearsal observation, Mrs. Ebert used a direct 
instruction approach to teach. Here is her thought about what she was trying to 
accomplish in her seventh- and eighth-grade rehearsal: 
   I really wanted them [students] to understand what they were looking at on the 
page in this particular case with the shorthand [notation]… They’d never really 
seen that [new music content] before so I wanted to make sure that they really 
understood what that meant. Not just me saying, “This is how you do this.” 
 
Although Mrs. Ebert stated, “Not just me saying, ‘this is how you do this,’” Mrs. Ebert 
admitted to scaffolding at greater depths to show students how to do certain things.  
I’m trying to teach kids how to play their instrument but still maintain some of 
the integrity. I hate to say the word, “dumbed down,” but I have to bring down the 
level of what I would like them to do sometimes because of the population and 
the follow through. Trying to find something that maintains interest and 
curriculum is difficult when you’re still trying to deal with some of the very 
fundamental basics of, “You need to put your second finger here otherwise that’s 
not actually the right note.” 
 
Mrs. Ebert cited students’ musical practice outside of school as a factor that caused her to 
scaffold in depth and provide direct instruction. For Mrs. Ebert, direct instruction works. 
She elaborated on how her view of teaching has changed over the years to maintain a 
standard. 
During this account, Mrs. Ebert mentioned being flexible as an educator because 
as she put it, “Sometimes what you think [will] happen is not what happens at all.” She 
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also rationalized this approach to maintain a sense of happiness. This suggest there are 
teaching approaches that can make her (and perhaps other educators) unhappy. Mrs. 
Ebert spoke of happiness within the context of being flexible as an educator perhaps, as a 
way to limit disappointment. She justified lowering content difficulty so students can feel 
challenged and successful. Mrs. Ebert was mindful of what Vygotsky (1978) calls 
students’ Zone of Proximal Development. 
 Mrs. Ebert did not assign written tests or written homework because their music 
content was performance based. She taught with short- and long-term goals in mind, but 
these were goals determined by her and not her students. Her informal (often visual and 
aural) assessments within class determined subsequent learning objectives. Mrs. Ebert 
used the String Basics text as a supplement to introduce and reinforce students’ 
performance skills. She felt fortunate having a text that complemented her orchestra 
curricular goals. She said, “That isn’t always the case. A lot of times, I have to figure out 
how to do it just off the top of my head.” 
 In our VSR interview, Mrs. Ebert mentioned that her teaching approach was 
different for small group lessons compared to ensemble rehearsals. Mrs. Ebert 
implemented SC teaching by asking students about their needs. There were times when 
SC teaching was not viable due to Mrs. Ebert’s planned agenda. 
Everything is much more targeted towards the kids and their specific level [in 
small group lessons] because they’re grouped by instrument and by level 
(depending on how many I have in the sections). I let them [students] lead some 
of the direction of the lesson unless I have something specifically clear cut in 
mind that I know I want to touch on. A lot of times, I’ll start with, “where are you 
having difficulty? Is there something I can help you with? What do you feel like 




One of Mrs. Ebert’s routine exercises was her scale warm up. All middle school 
students performed the same scale pattern to warm up. There was a rhythmic sequence 
for students to follow (as cited in her fifth-grade orchestra rehearsal lesson). Mrs. Ebert 
saw a pedagogical advantage and convenience to teaching everyone the same scale 
pattern. She stated: 
My concerts are together with 135 kids in a room. I can call out D scale and they 
can all play the same thing. I don’t have to sit there and worry about what grade 
they’re in or what level they’re at. They all know what they’re doing. 
 
Mrs. Ebert also used the scale warm up as a way to assess her student’s performance 
condition ahead of rehearsals. She said, “I can tell a lot by how they play this warm up.” 
This TC approach seemed convenient for Mrs. Ebert. 
In-depth interview responses. Mrs. Ebert did not use a single teaching approach. 
She felt her curriculum allowed her to teach orchestra with varying breadth and depth. 
Mrs. Ebert cited her own primary and secondary instrument preparation as having an 
effect on teaching approach. Even resources had an impact on the way Mrs. Ebert taught, 
but she concluded that students’ musical experience was a determining factor to her 
teaching approach. Mrs. Ebert did not intend to push her students to pursue a career in 
music performance. Mrs. Ebert rationalized her eclectic teaching approach in the 
following remark: 
   I don’t follow the Suzuki method. I teach some of the Suzuki songs, which I 
think many of us do. But I feel like what we do can be so broad and individual 
because we often don’t have curriculum set by our districts or what we do. I think, 
depending on what instrument you played growing up, how comfortable you feel 
on a secondary instrument, your own experiences with what you’ve played, what 
you would like to play, I think that plays a big role into how and what you teach. 
I’ve used different method books, I’ve tried different things. In general we are all 
trying to just make our students the best players they can be, have a love of music 
at the end of the day. Not everyone is going to be a professional musician, not 
everyone is going to be a music teacher. If you can have students leave your class 
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feeling like they’ve got something more than just playing their instruments, I 
think that’s kind of the end goal. 
 
Research Question #3: What influences Mrs. Ebert’s implementation of TC and/or 
SC instruction? 
VSR interview responses. Mrs. Ebert said she utilized SC teaching approaches 
with her orchestra ensembles as they approached their concert performance date. As Mrs. 
Ebert’s orchestra neared their performance, students had a better sense of how the piece 
is performed so Mrs. Ebert was able to have students lead. This also implies that Mrs. 
Ebert was less able to have her students lead their ensemble in the beginning stages of 
learning concert repertoire because students had less knowledge of the piece. She said, 
I pick a student that I trust and rely upon to maybe lead a song or run something 
so I can kind of move around the room a little bit more and they still have an idea 
of what’s going on. Middle school students don’t quite understand conducting, 
but they know the music well enough to kind of be able to keep the group 
together. 
 
Mrs. Ebert also said that she would have a student conduct when a particular student is 
“Driving me crazy because at least it refocused them on something different.” Mrs. Ebert 
then elaborated on the frequency of her SC approach in large ensembles: 
   I do less of student-led stuff in the large groups because depending on the age, 
the groups’ range, anywhere from I think 20 to 42. In a group of 44, I don’t 
necessarily feel comfortable letting a group of 44 sixth graders run each other. 
 
In this account, Mrs. Ebert considered class size and age of orchestra group as factors that 
influenced her ability to implement SC teaching. She saw more flexibility in small group 
lessons compared to large ensembles. She continued to talk about student maturity and 
her controlling nature as having an impact on SC implementation. 
They [students] are not developmentally there for my controlling nature. In small 
groups, I will let students lead things. I will have them make suggestions. They’re 
much more comfortable with me in that frame too because my groups are 




Class size and students’ comfort level were cited as influential factors to SC instruction. 
Which begs the question, what makes students uncomfortable, hindering Mrs. Ebert’s SC 
instruction? This implies that students have to be comfortable for there to be SC 
instruction.  
 Mrs. Ebert then described teaching with SC approach compared to her approach 
as a zero-sum situation.  
It’s much more of a give and take. I like being able to get to know what their 
[students’] thoughts are on what they’re doing because I feel like I become a 
better teacher when I can address what they think is important versus what I think 
is important. 
 
In this context, Mrs. Ebert felt that she would either gain or lose something if she allowed 
SC activities. She saw value in SC approaches because she learned more about her 
students. Her following statement touched upon a key aspect of SC approaches: 
inclusivity. 
[Students] bring up something I maybe didn’t consider. I might be looking at it 
[notes and rhythm] like this and they [students] want to know more about 
dynamics. I’ve got a student who is always like, “but we’re not playing the 
dynamics right now. Can we talk about the dynamics?” and I’m like, “Yeah, we’ll 
get there. But you know for him, he’s a better student and he wants to work on 
that so I need to remember that’s something I need to not let slide just because it’s 
not where I’m at.  
 
Mrs. Ebert acknowledged her students’ voice, interest, and concern. However, her values 
(e.g., gauging her class’ current capabilities, student needs, allotted class time, and 
curricular foresight) steered her pedagogical choice. She identified notes and rhythms as 
areas the class needed to improve upon at that moment. 
 When asked why she left the podium to address an issue, Mrs. Ebert said 
“Sometimes you have to just get up and show [students] because they can’t figure it 
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out… and you’re trying to get them to shift and they’re like, “what?” [puzzled].” Mrs. 
Ebert saw leaving the podium to demonstrate as an efficient way to teach and reinforce 
performance skills. She mentioned that her students struggled to, “follow through” or 
practice at home. When students returned to school after a weekend of not practicing 
their instrument, students would exhibit behaviors resembling the first days of learning or 
playing a new musical concept.  
 To a point mentioned earlier about student behavior having an influence on Mrs. 
Ebert’s pedagogical choice, here is an account as to why Mrs. Ebert hesitated to let her 
students lead large group rehearsals. 
I have a couple seventh and eighth graders that are known for almost derailing 
the entire class. I’ve lost a lot of time and things that I’ve wanted to do with my 
classes due to having to deal with the behavior. It frustrates me a lot because I 
don’t get to delve into things as much as I’d like to because of a few students.  
 
Mrs. Ebert reflected further on how this impacted her students’ orchestra experience. 
For my students that want to be there to play and to work hard, they get very 
annoyed with their [misbehaving] peers when I have to spend ten or fifteen 
minutes constantly redirecting a couple students. 
 
 Mrs. Ebert’s questionnaire to students was a SC activity she incorporated several 
times throughout the school year. Surveying students was an opportunity for Mrs. Ebert’s 
students to share their thoughts and for Mrs. Ebert to assess student experience. Mrs. 
Ebert shared the survey results with her students to generate class discussions and for 
students to be reflective about the issue at hand. In the case of her seventh- and eighth-
grade class I observed, the survey topic was bringing instruments home and practicing. 
The type of class discussion that Mrs. Ebert generated from surveys was one of honest 
and open communication. When sharing survey results with her class, she told her class, 
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“I want you to take a look at what you think you’re doing. Where do you fall in this? Do 
you feel like the rest of the class falls in the same space, too?” 
Surveying was also important to Mrs. Ebert because this SC approach gave 
students a voice. She said, “Most of my students are pretty open with me. But sometimes 
there’s that quiet kid that maybe is scared to tell you but isn’t so afraid to write it down.” 
Mrs. Ebert distributed a survey at the beginning of a class I observed. Although the 
dialogue about practicing and students’ experience came days later, this was a SC 
approach that did not rely on Mrs. Ebert’s use of direct instruction. 
In-depth interview responses. When asked directly about how she would 
categorize her teaching approach, Mrs. Ebert responded, 
I think it depends. It is probably both [TC and SC] because it does vary based on 
the students and where they are at. So I would think for my fifth-grade classes, it 
definitely starts off more teacher centered because I don’t know the students well 
yet. I don’t know what their personalities, their goals, and where they are at. So I 
take it more from, “This is what I want to do so we are going to go with what I 
want to do first” and then when I get to know them as they progress further 
through my program since I have them for four years, it leans more towards doing 
things that they have expressed interest in or being directed by what they want to 
do. 
 
Mrs. Ebert believed she taught using a combination of both TC/SC approaches. Mrs. 
Ebert referenced students’ grade level and progress throughout middle school years as 
having influenced her TC/SC approach. When Mrs. Ebert worked with a new cohort of 
students, Mrs. Ebert provided much of the direction as a way to enculturate musicians 
into middle school orchestra. As she built rapport with students, Mrs. Ebert transitioned 
to teaching with greater consideration for students’ interest. 
 Mrs. Ebert saw her TC/SC approach fluctuate based on student progress or, “what 
they give back.” She described the fluctuation as an, “ebb and flow.” Mrs. Ebert had her 
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own ideas of where she wanted to bring the class, but closely monitored her students’ 
needs and interests. Mrs. Ebert implemented TC and SC approaches more decisively 
based on students’ progress and class size. In general, Mrs. Ebert said she usually starts 
her group lessons by asking students about their needs in music performance. But would 
shift towards TC approaches when there was another agenda to be accomplished or an 
issue that needed Mrs. Ebert’s attention.  
Mrs. Ebert mentioned the challenge of implementing SC approaches in a large 
ensemble class during the VSR interview. Mrs. Ebert reiterated class size as a factor in 
our in-depth interview:  
   When I am looking at 40 plus kids, it’s going to be about me and what I want to 
do because that’s how I’m going to need to manage the class, to reach our goals, 
to maintain order so it’s not complete chaos. In the lesson group, we are between 
four and ten kids. I am much more able to let them kind of take the lead on where 
things go. I think it depends on the situation. But I do try to let the students have 
some ownership for their education.  
 
 When asked about factors that enabled Mrs. Ebert to become more student-
centered, she cited experience in teaching. She explained, 
   I think the further I’ve gotten into my career, the more comfortable I am letting 
them [students] take the reins then I was in the beginning. I kind of have a pretty 
good idea of the various directions things could go. If something were to go, lose 
track or get out of hand, I kind of have the experience knowing how to bring it 
back in. And I also think for a lot of the students that I have known for a while, 
it’s just a trust and rapport and relationship building that I’ve had with the 
students. When you get to know them, you are in a small group, they trust you, 
they feel more comfortable and therefore I feel more comfortable. 
 
This explanation also cited time spent with students, trust, and rapport developed with 
students. At the beginning of Mrs. Ebert’s career, she felt she did not have the same 
anticipatory skills to regroup her students in lessons/rehearsals as she does now. With 
experience, Mrs. Ebert is able to predict the various outcomes of a lesson. 
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When asked about things that Mrs. Ebert felt impeded her ability to implement SC 
approaches, Mrs. Ebert mentioned student behavior again. However, she included her 
perception of their school district orchestra curriculum. 
   I feel fortunate. I feel like we don’t have such a rigid curriculum, that I am 
really able to do what I want and take it where I want to go and let the students 
lead. So, I don’t think that there is a lot pedagogically that prevents me. We are a 
large district but there are only five of us in the string department. And I was part 
of writing our most recent curriculum. So that helps [laughed]. 
 
Mrs. Ebert’s cheerful disposition further illuminated her freedom to teach using a 
pedagogical approach that she so chooses without limitations from her orchestra 
curriculum. This also suggests there is little to no pressure from her colleagues to utilize 
any particular pedagogical approach.  
 A main factor that influenced Mrs. Ebert utilization of TC approaches was when 
she needed to present content to students in which she believed was best for her students’ 
education. 
   You can go in, “This is what I want; this is what we are going to do; I don’t 
really care what you think; I don’t really care what you want to do; this is what 
we are going to do.” There are definitely times when I do that. When I pick a song 
that students don’t really like. I understand you [students] don’t like it however 
there are certain things that I feel like you need to use for your education. 
 
Mrs. Ebert said she felt comfortable using a blended TC/SC approach. But she reiterated 
that there was a time and a place for each approach. As she put it, “If you let students 
completely dictate a rehearsal for 40 minutes and there are 60 of them, that could be 
complete and utter chaos. It feels like a wasted class.” 
Being reflective of teaching was an important aspect that helped Mrs. Ebert 
formulate subsequent lessons. In her words: 
   There is always that day where you feel, “Oh, I really should have let this 
happen or I should have not let them have so much control. We didn’t get as 
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much done as I would have liked.” You can take every class and evaluate it and 
always see what you could have done better or what could have been different. 
 
As part of Mrs. Ebert’s final thoughts in our in-depth interview, Mrs. Ebert described a 
cohort of students that enabled her to be more student-centered. 
   The group that I just sent to the high-school, they could’ve run themselves. I 
had some doing sectionals on their own frequently last year. But they were a 
small group; there were probably about 14 to 15 of them in that orchestra. They 
were just a different group of kids that I could’ve walked away and it could’ve 
been absolutely fine. They would run their entire class without me. But that’s 
after four years and the relationships I’ve had with those kids were definitely 
something different and something special. I don’t think I feel like I have that 
with one of my larger groups as a whole. With some individual kids, for sure. But 
that was a group that was probably the most student-centered I’ve taught in my 
entire career. We literally would do sectionals on a weekly basis as we got closer 
to their NYSSMA majors time because they would work. I could trust that they 
were going to go off and they were going to work. And they were going to fix the 
things that needed to be fixed. They weren’t going to be major problems. I could 
jump around and help groups on specific things if they had questions. To the point 
where I can sit down and get some work done on my computer. They were so on 
task. But I feel that that is not a regular occurrence for me in my 14 years of 
teaching. That is definitely the only class that that has ever happened to. So, I 
think that it is hard; it is very hard to get to the point of being fully student-
centered. For me, that class has a very special place. I still communicate with a lot 
of them, it was just one of those groups where I feel like a teacher only gets so 
many times. They were really hard to let go of. This year it was really difficult for 
the first few months because I was like, “I just want those kids back. I want to just 
teach them again.” Even if they weren’t the best musicians, it was the energy, a 
relationship that felt very special. 
 
Orchestra Educator: Mr. Byron Goodall 
Mr. Goodall (Educator Seven survey respondent) comes from a long line of 
educators. He always had a passion for cello and so he decided to become a music 
educator. Mr. Goodall entered undergraduate studies to become a music educator not 
knowing how much more there was to learn about children and the importance of music 
education in society. Mr. Goodall has been an educator for eight years and currently 
teaches sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade orchestra in a suburban area in New York 
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State. Well over half of the student population are White with Hispanic or Latino and 
Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander students making up another quarter of 
the population. Less than a tenth of students are African American or Multiracial. Almost 
a quarter of the student population are economically disadvantaged. His weekly teaching 
responsibilities consist of four orchestra ensembles, three of which are grade level 
orchestras and the fourth being a select chamber orchestra consisting of advanced 
students across the three grades.  
Students experience orchestra rehearsals and one rotating instrument group lesson 
throughout the week. Mr. Goodall only teaches orchestra. There are approximately 120 
students in his middle school orchestra program. The orchestra student enrollment was 
half its current size when Mr. Goodall entered his school district. Students perform in two 
concerts every year and they perform in a theme park music ensemble festival once every 
three years. Students can elect to participate in NYSSMA solo assessment. Mr. Goodall 
will occasionally bring his students to NYSSMA majors (ensemble) assessment. 
Document Review: Lesson Plan and Music Worksheet 
 Mr. Goodall presented a lesson plan, a worksheet accompanying the lesson, and 
his school district’s sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade orchestra program curriculum. See 
Appendix K for Mr. Goodall’s lesson plan. Mr. Goodall’s lesson plan contained the 
following criteria: New York State (NYS) Standards, Objective(s), Introduction, 
Selections (musical content and activity), Closure, and Indicators of Success. Mr. 
Goodall specifically cited NYS’s first, second, and third music standards. The standards 
were a) creating, performing and participating in the arts, b) knowing and using materials 
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and resources in the arts, and c) responding to and analyzing works of art. The objectives 
listed were: 
   Students will demonstrate proficiency [in] 6/8 time notes by counting, 
identifying and labeling note rhythms. Students will be able to demonstrate a 
general understanding of Wizard of Oz playing with correct rhythms, bowings, 
note accuracy, and posture. 
 
Within the selections field, Mr. Goodall indicated students will review 4/4 time, learn a 
new time signature, label and count 6/8 rhythms using a worksheet, listen to a recording 
ahead of playing Wizard of Oz (n.a., n.d., provided by Mr. Goodall), play another music 
selection Credo (n.a., n.d.), and Mr. Goodall indicated: 
   I will verbally assess [students’] success and identify places where we will 
continue to work in future rehearsals. 
 
Although the lesson plan contained mostly teacher directed learning, within the Credo 
selection, Mr. Goodall wrote: 
   Students will consistently check in with conductor to make sure they are playing 
in tempo. If issues arise students will check in and communicate non-verbally 
with conductor. 
 
This was an instance where students were responsible for making assessments and 
generating feedback to the teacher. 
For indicators of success, Mr. Goodall wrote: 
   The 6/8 rhythm sheet will be evaluated on what students understand as well as 
what needs to [be] relearned and identify students that are struggling. Students 
will be able to demonstrate a general understanding of Wizard of Oz playing with 
correct rhythms, bowings, note accuracy, and posture. 
 
The following is a description of the worksheet provided. The worksheet is not 
included in the appendix due to copyright law. The worksheet contained a table with 
images of various music note values displayed in a column. Three other columns 
appeared to the right of the various music notes asking students to identify the name, 
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duration/beat value in 4/4, and duration/beat value in 6/8. Below the table are fill-in-the-
blank sentences that required students to calculate the value or identify the number of 
beats of certain notes within the given time signature. For example, “In 15/4 there are 
__________quarter notes per measure.” The second page of this worksheet contains 
several lines of eighth, quarter, and dotted quarter note values asking students to a) write 
counts below the notes and rests and b) clap the rhythms while counting out loud. This 
lesson relied on teacher direction when learning a new musical concept. There was one 
indication of student self-assessment.  
Document Review: Curriculum 
 Mr. Goodall’s middle school orchestra program curriculum (see Appendix L) 
contained a chart of musical concepts to be learned and expected competencies listed by 
grades. Main criteria of the curriculum included studies of rhythm, bowing 
techniques/grip, [musical] form, tempo, meter, intonation and tone color, dynamics, 
scales, position, music literacy, concert etiquette, and classroom etiquette. A list of music 
vocabulary and symbols was also included in the document. Mr. Goodall’s orchestra 
curriculum resembled an instrumental program that values students’ technical 
performance and music literacy. There were no indications of student-led competencies 
in any music learning unit. Understandably, curriculum often dictates the content 
knowledge and standards that students will experience and not the process undertaken by 
educators to meet curricular goals. However, curriculum paired with Mr. Goodall’s 
lesson plan and observed teaching approach verified the extent to which Mr. Goodall 
aligned his lesson with the school curriculum. 
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Observed Teaching Approach 
 Mr. Goodall shared footage of himself teaching a seventh-grade orchestra 
rehearsal. Students in this class have been enrolled in orchestra for four years with Mr. 
Goodall. Mr. Goodall began his class by asking students to take out the time signature 
worksheet and pencils. Immediately following that instruction, Mr. Goodall asked if 
students had a pencil and offered pencils to students who did not have pencils. While 
students prepared their instruments in the first minute of class, a, “lockout” 
announcement was made over the school public-address speaker. This did not detract 
from Mr. Goodall’s class preparation. His students transitioned from casual conversations 
with peers to a casual conversation with Mr. Goodall about the lockout announcement. 
Mr. Goodall then pivoted the class conversation to the lesson agenda. This lesson was 
focused on understanding time signature. Attention was brought to the smart board and 
Mr. Goodall asked the class to identify music notation of varying rhythms. Another 
announcement about the lockout was made, but this time, Mr. Goodall stopped his class 
instruction so everyone could hear the announcement clearly. Mr. Goodall had the 
rehearsal space set up in a conventional orchestra semi-circle with him standing at the 
podium.  
Mr. Goodall did not give instructions with regard to the piece of paper and pencil, 
but one minute into the note identification activity, students were writing and taking notes 
based on the question and answer dialogue between Mr. Goodall and students. Mr. 
Goodall offered feedback to students about the accuracy in which students correctly 
identified the various rhythms. Mr. Goodall’s tone of voice was energetic, sincere, and 
clear for students. Students at this point in the lesson seemed to have partial 
understanding of the new music time signature. Mr. Goodall led the class by posing 
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questions to students about time signatures and filled in any gap or content misconception 
when students looked puzzled or lost. Mr. Goodall did not lecture but gave quick 
explanations in response to students’ questions and incorrect responses. He changed his 
tone of voice (similar to an auctioneer) when eliciting participation from students who 
had not raised their hands. To keep the class momentum going, Mr. Goodall cold-called 
students asking, “What do you think this means?”  
Mr. Goodall’s class reached a new understanding by conducting investigations. 
He invited students to be, “detectives.” Ten minutes into the lesson, it became clear that 
Mr. Goodall did not expect students to sit passively and for students to raise their hands 
to respond. Students responded to Mr. Goodall’s questions and prompts randomly. Some 
observers might associate such student behaviors as calling-out or talking out of turn. 
Students were not behaving defiantly. Rather, students remained engaged in the time 
signature discussion. When Mr. Goodall put the music concept into context, student 
dialogue subsided. In one instance, a student explained his reconceptualization of a beat 
value from one-quarter note to one-eighth note. Mr. Goodall acknowledged the student 
for contributing to the discussion, and added to his acknowledgement with, “But, I have 
no idea how you got there, that’s great!” Mr. Goodall then gave the student another 
opportunity to explain the concept. The student’s explanation became clearer and Mr. 
Goodall elaborated on the topic with more time signature variations. After more 
discussion, another student volunteered a method to remember note values in changing 
time signatures. Mr. Goodall was quick to bring everyone’s attention to the student.  
Mr. Goodall then transitioned into tuning. Mr. Goodall played an A pitch on his 
violin and students began tuning themselves. When students were unable to tune 
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themselves, Mr. Goodall assisted. Moments later, Mr. Goodall proceeded to a 6/8 time 
instrumental call and response activity. Mr. Goodall played a six beat pattern that 
students played back. After several call and response playing interactions, Mr. Goodall 
asked students to recognize the pulse in the patterns. Students quickly identified the six 
beat pulse and the class proceeded to perform a one-octave D major scale in 6/8 time. 
Throughout the lesson Mr. Goodall posed questions to students. Scaffolding was used to 
help students explore the new concept. Mr. Goodall’s orchestra class did not move 
further into his lesson plan. Students were dismissed after playing the D major scale in 
6/8 time. 
Self-Reflection 1 
 Mr. Goodall provided two video recorded self-reflections of his time signature 
lesson. Mr. Goodall stated that his lesson objective was to give students a broad 
introduction to 6/8 time signature and help students understand rhythm and differences 
between 4/4, 3/4, and 6/8 time. Students had performed in 4/4 and 3/4 time since they 
began playing in orchestra. Even with the lockout drill, Mr. Goodall tried to keep the 
lesson productive though it was visible to him that his middle school students were as he 
described them, “a little wild.” Mr. Goodall believed his students were, “engaged and 
hyperactive about 6/8 time.” Although, Mr. Goodall brought attention to the fact that 
students were engaged with a worksheet and that there could have been alternatives to 
engaging students in learning about 6/8 time. Mr. Goodall stated, “I could have had them 
[students] feel the 6/8 or play examples of 6/8 time for their reference. Can we count this 
in four? No. Can we count this in six-eight? Yes.” Mr. Goodall then called attention to 
famous Classical and Romantic genre waltzes as exemplars he could have played for 
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students and had students dance around the room. Mr. Goodall said he would have liked 
to rotate around the room to help students in the back of the room become more engaged. 
The main reason why Mr. Goodall taught this lesson was because the lesson addressed 
concepts listed in the orchestra curriculum. Students must experience various time 
signatures as part of their experience in understanding meter. 
Self-Reflection 2 
Mr. Goodall recorded his second self-reflection about the time-signature lesson 
four days later. His concern at this later moment was, “How can I make this [lesson] 
stronger, less insecure, and students experience more?” Mr. Goodall followed this 
question with, “When they [students] walked in, there should have been music in 6/8 time 
playing so they feel and we could talk about that music.” He continued with prompts he 
would have asked his students, “What do we feel? Can we count this in four? We can’t? 
Why does it not feel right? Let’s count…” Mr. Goodall thought this would have been 
more engaging instead of giving students a worksheet. Mr. Goodall equated worksheets 
with busy work done in other academic disciplines.  
Another adjustment he would have made was alternating seating arrangement. 
Instead of seating students to focus towards the podium, students could have been in 
small “U-shaped groups” so they could engage as groups. Mr. Goodall also believed 
students could have had more opportunities to evaluate each other in small groups. A 
culminating activity for small groups would entail each group demonstrating 
understanding of time signatures by giving examples on the class display board and 
presenting their work to other groups. Mr. Goodall said,  
   [Students should] write it all. It’s a lot stronger, more student-centered instead 
of teacher instruction driving which would have been great. I think it’s also very 
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important for students to explore and try to investigate why are things different 
and how can it work from there.  
 
This was Mr. Goodall’s first explicit mention of student- and teacher-centered 
approaches. 
In closing, Mr. Goodall stated, “This was a great experience. I used to record 
myself more often when I was younger. Now that I’m an older veteran teacher, I think I 
need to do this even more so I can garner great ideas.”  
Findings 
Research Question #1: What influences Mr. Goodall’s orchestra classroom 
pedagogy? 
VSR interview responses. Mr. Goodall’s pedagogy was influenced by his 
teaching day schedule, daily school operation, students’ understanding, curricular/lesson 
content, concert repertoire, allotted class time, and his prior teaching experience. Mr. 
Goodall’s observed lesson featured his class experiencing a lockout drill. A lockout drill 
requires students and faculty to remain inside the school building due to a known or 
unknown circumstance that could pose a danger in the surrounding area of the school. A 
lockout drill is a safety precaution many public-schools implement in preparation for 
actual emergencies. Drills such as a lockout or any other school-wide event prompts Mr. 
Goodall to present orchestra instruction differently from what he usually does. In this 
case, a lockout drill caused Mr. Goodall to communicate more casually with his seventh 
grade students as an effort to relieve any emotional uncertainty students might have had. 
In the observed lesson, Mr. Goodall decided to present a lesson on a new time signature 
(6/8) because a concert piece called for musicians to perform in 6/8 time.  
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 Classroom space also impacted Mr. Goodall’s teaching. Here is an account from 
Mr. Goodall on teaching space: 
   I get yelled at a lot for having kids play in the halls because there isn’t enough 
space or classrooms. Orchestra is different compared to band and chorus. You can 
set up chairs side to side in band and chorus. Orchestra kids need at least one foot 
between each chair because they’re moving their bows. 
 
In-depth interview responses. In our second formal interview, Mr. Goodall 
described his orchestra pedagogy as, “textbook based, with creativity, left up to the 
teacher, and daily plans.” He cited his past teachers, college professors, and curricula as 
having an influence on his current pedagogy. In addition to former mentors, Mr. Goodall 
mentioned that his school/workplace colleagues influenced and continues to influence his 
pedagogical approach.  
Research Question #2: How does Mr. Goodall rationalize/justify his pedagogical 
choice? 
VSR interview responses. Mr. Goodall specifically chose to teach using direct 
instruction in the 6/8 time signature lesson because he cited complexity within music 
theoretical content. Mr. Goodall stated: 
   I gave [students] a worksheet so that they can write down notes on 6/8 time. I 
went back and forth with my philosophy of, “Can students just feel the rhythms or 
do students need to understand the rhythms? What comes first? What comes 
second?” This year, I chose: let’s have students understand the rhythm and then 
feel the rhythm. It depends on the kids. These are more theoretical kids this year 
so I went with getting them to understand the quarter note equals two beats and an 
eighth note equals one beat [in 6/8 time]. 
 
Mr. Goodall also cited his teaching experience as a reason to take this approach. In 




   It just doesn’t work. There’s too much stuff going on with note reading. 
Simplifying it and breaking it down in a 35-minute period is impossible. So part 
of it was, let me get the theory involved and then move onto the music from there. 
 
Mr. Goodall believe people are generally auditory learners so he referenced a 
method in which the teacher plays a musical excerpt and students play it back. Mr. 
Goodall went on to say, “Music overall is all about emotion if you ask anybody to 
describe certain rhythms.” Mr. Goodall explicitly mentioned the concept of audiation 
(Gordon, 2007). Mr. Goodall talked about presenting his lesson with a theoretical 
approach before asking students to feel and experience the rhythm in sound.  
On occasion, Mr. Goodall came across music passages where several instrument 
sections had the same notes or rhythm, Mr. Goodall would ask the entire orchestra to 
focus their attention on the passage so everyone could learn the passage together. Mr. 
Goodall found this to be an efficient teaching approach. 
In-depth interview responses. Mr. Goodall continued his current pedagogical 
approach because, as he stated, “It’s what’s been in the system for years.” When 
teaching, he believes his approach provided enough visual data/information so his 
students understood the content. Mr. Goodall then spoke about change, similar to the 
change in approach this year compared to previous years. He said, 
We build something new off that curriculum. It’s really just adjusting and 
adapting to the times. It’s still, for example, a D major scale. It’s just learning 
different types of rhythms. 
 
Research Question #3: What influences Mr. Goodall’s implementation of TC and/or 
SC instruction?  
VSR interview responses. Mr. Goodall acknowledged that the lesson he shared 
with me was very teacher-centered. Mr. Goodall reflected on his teaching footage, taking 
note of some disengaged students in that particular lesson. Mr. Goodall felt that the 
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lockout drill had an impact on his ability to implement a SC approach. He stated, “They 
[students] could be thinking about their fears stemming from the lockout. That’s why I 
have to control this lesson a little bit more than I wanted to.” He added that if the lockout 
drill had not happened, his lesson pace would have been quicker, allowing him to 
implement group work to complete the worksheet. 
Mr. Goodall would implement group work as part of his SC approach once every 
two or three weeks depending on the orchestra schedule. He believes students are capable 
of exploring and making conceptual discoveries. Mr. Goodall remarked, “So long as you 
have someone [student] that knows it in the group so the kids will have a general 
understanding of the musical concept, they will work on it together.” Mr. Goodall felt 
this was also possible because he believed his orchestra student enrollment contained 
some of the smartest students in the school. 
 In the middle of our VSR interview, Mr. Goodall made a striking revelation. He 
said, “I think it is good as a researcher to see that textbook is definitely different from 
reality.” Mr. Goodall suggested that as much as we try to emulate or recreate successes 
highlighted in music education publications, there are many anomalies in teaching. 
 Mr. Goodall supported SC approaches, but saw the role of an orchestra director as 
a leader. His teacher side told him, “Students must explore things on their own because 
that is real life. But many times, you [the educator] just have to tell them [students] what 
is wrong because they cannot figure it out.” Along the same vein, Mr. Goodall cited new 
content as a factor in being more TC in his approach. Unlike other disciplines, Mr. 
Goodall felt text books could not help his students learn the content so he said, “I have to 
be in front of the classroom to tell students how it is done.” 
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 Age was a factor in how Mr. Goodall structured his classes. Sixth graders were 
the youngest students in his middle school. He felt he had to structure his class so 
younger students understood his expectations (enculturation). Class size also impacted 
Mr. Goodall’s ability to implement SC approaches. He referenced Jekyll and Hyde 
personalities because, as he put it, “You have 45 kids looking at you. You have to keep a 
tighter ship. In a lesson, it is little bit more free, a little more freestyle from there.” 
In-depth interview responses. Mr. Goodall felt he used a combination of TC and 
SC approaches. He admitted that the rehearsal footage he shared was very TC, but said, 
“Most of [his] rehearsals are SC for the first 10 to 15 minutes with students leading 
warm-ups and tuning.” Mr. Goodall’s seventh-grade orchestra rehearsal lesson plan 
contradicted his interview statements because his lesson plan did not indicate student-led 
warm-up or tuning. I observed Mr. Goodall’s students tuning themselves without a 
student-led warm-up.  
Mr. Goodall continued to say, “It [the lesson] turns back to the rest of 20 minutes 
for teacher-centered. There are mixed group opportunities for students to rehearse 
themselves.” Mr. Goodall mentioned that the time of year also influenced his TC and SC 
approaches. He said, 
   The year and the timeframe of the school. If we’re near concert, it’s teacher 
centered. It’s rehearsing, rehearsing, rehearsing, go, go, go. I have some 
flexibility. Like just coming up next month in March before our next concert in 
May. We have a December concert and a May concert. We have some flexibility 
for student centered lessons.  
 
Although Mr. Goodall cited the use of SC approaches, he mentioned his, “own nerves” as 
an impediment to implementing SC approaches. Mr. Goodall referenced music 
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performance refinement within rehearsals as the source of his nerves and gravitation 
towards TC approaches. As he put it, 
   I think everything will be okay going student-centered, but I’m always like, “Oh 
we have to get it this way. I know how to fix this. I’m going to fix it right now.” 
And I think kids can figure out how to fix it. It’s just going to take them longer 
because they don’t have the experience. Just like when we were first new 
teachers. I’m sure our sponsors [student-teaching supervisor/mentor] were like, 
“Oh God this is going to take forever.” But really they say, “Oh, so I should just 
let you go ahead and figure out how to fix it.” I think it’s mostly me and nerves 
and learning in a time crunch. Seeing kids every other day is not feasible 
sometimes. It’s [music content/literature] has to get done. 
 
Mr. Goodall’s statement illustrated one stressor compounding another. Mr. Goodall felt 
his class needed to complete the planned music content. He needed more time. Seeing his 
students on alternate school days limited his time and class continuity. Because students 
lacked rehearsal refinement experience, Mr. Goodall led class instruction.  
 Mr. Goodall felt that the more he tries SC approaches, the more he would learn 
from the experience. He took into account planning and specific grade level student 
cohorts as factors in his SC development. Mr. Goodall said, 
   So it’s setting up guidelines, setting up those frameworks. So, “Okay we played 
this section, we’re getting better.” Every year is different. There’s different group, 
different climate. I’m just worried, haven’t got that worked out yet. I’m going to 
do what’s best for the students. 
 
Mr. Goodall also believed SC teaching might seem chaotic to outside observers. Mr. 
Goodall provided a scenario of a dialogue he believes his building administrators might 
have: 
   An administrator can say, “You don’t know what’s going on one-hundred 
percent of the time.” I say, “No I don’t.” If you have a strict administrator that 
says, “You can’t do this because you don’t have control of your students at all 
times. In the event of an emergency….” They’ll have the defensive saying, “You 
weren’t in the room while they were rehearsing.” [I say,] “I was with another 
group or observing them.” So sometimes that aspect of saying, “Yeah there is a 
safety measure involved here.” If we were to go into lockdown what would you 
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do? And my gut is saying the kids are going to come right back to the room. You 
know and I don’t want to preface my lesson saying, “We’re going into lockdown 
guys, come on down, come on back into the orchestra rooms because then, that 
just puts in the back of their heads we’re going to lock down. You know or fire 
drill. That’s part of it, a safety concern, administrators looking.  
 
An outside observer might not see or understand the essence of a SC lesson in Mr. 
Goodall’s case. Mr. Goodall was concerned with what his administrators might conclude 
from seeing a SC lesson. This research was limited to only participants’ perspective thus 
it is unclear how Mr. Goodall’s administrators would react to observing a SC orchestra 
lessons. Nonetheless, Mr. Goodall also brought up his administrators’ perception of 
student safety. Mr. Goodall’s view of a SC lesson in this scenario was of himself moving 
between spaces, leaving gaps in student supervision. Student safety remained a priority.  
 Mr. Goodall then cited his school music colleagues as having an impact on his SC 
approach. 
   I’ve heard people saying, it’s not how you’re teaching, it’s how they [students] 
are playing. They’re just playing instruments. For the old school people it’s hard 
to understand. Teachers, why are they here? Then you’re saying you don’t even 
need a job. They can do [it] by themselves and cut back your position. That’s 
another approach that’s in the back of my head. All right, I get that perspective… 
I had a piece on the concert that was not conducted, the kids did it themselves and 
my colleague said, “Well why do they need you? Why did they hire you?” You 
have to be part of them. All right I see that point but they’re hiring me because I 
can do this. You know we can entrust the kids to do these things. 
 
Mr. Goodall’s anecdote suggested his colleagues put pressure on him to teach a certain 
way. SC teaching, according to Mr. Goodall, was viewed as idle work by his colleagues. 
The mention of SC teaching as a way to bolster one’s program or to show off one’s 
teaching skill was never mentioned. Mr. Goodall felt he could teach using SC approaches 
because he’s capable of doing so while his colleagues with, “old school” approaches did 
not. Mr. Goodall also stated, “You have to be part of them,” suggesting that if Mr. 
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Goodall did not teach similarly to his colleagues, there would have been more 
confrontation. Mr. Goodall followed his thoughts with, “When you’re pre-tenure, you 
have to be careful of how you handle this. And I’m [thinking], you do jazz band. You 
don’t conduct at all… I don’t want to be confrontational.” 
Mr. Goodall was tenured in his school district at the time of this interview. 
Because Mr. Goodall earned tenure, he did not feel pressured to teach using certain 
approaches because he felt his colleagues developed a better understanding of him after 
years of working together. 
Mr. Goodall mentioned that the source of his TC approach stemmed from his 
prior experience. His first encounter with the idea of SC teaching came from watching his 
student-teacher mentor. His student-teaching mentor reserved time for students to 
conduct warm ups and tuning. Mr. Goodall’s graduate studies in music education was his 
first concrete exposure to SC concepts. Mr. Goodall experienced a variety of SC learning 
simulations and was exposed to SC literature in his graduate school. 
 Mr. Goodall sees a shift in students’ musical experiences. He recounted students 
engaging with YouTube by searching for guitar, ukulele, and singing content. 
   They’re [students] going to bring things in from YouTube; they’re posting 
things on YouTube. No one’s teaching them that. Yeah they’re learning it from 
online, that’s all student-based learning. I think that’s why I’m kind of saying, 
teachers are there as a guide. Not as the model. Not as the instructor. 
 
Students’ independence and curiosity was another factor Mr. Goodall viewed as a source 
of SC inspiration for educators. When pressed again on things Mr. Goodall felt would 
help him implement more SC approaches, he said, 
   I think letting go, trusting the process. So, yeah it’s going to fail and it fails, let 
it go again. You have to get up and try it again. Do it again and just helping them 
[students] realize that motion. We have rehearsals this week and well, every other 
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day. If we fail twice this week, then we could start next week. Where we go, what 
happens here, I think me just saying, “Okay, it’s okay, it’s okay.” 
 
Mr. Goodall noted that he needed to trust the process and remind himself that, “It’s 
okay.” Mr. Goodall exhibited a need for reassurance to adopt a more SC approach. His 
final thoughts on SC approaches was that it is practical. Mr. Goodall offered this 
summary: 
   You know on the site learning, on the job learning, figuring it out, getting 
through, independence, you know self-esteem, character motivation. A lot to learn 
from there. Those quiet kids that sometimes don’t talk, they don’t show emotion. 
They start to show emotion because they can, they’re in a safe place where they 
want to. 
 
Orchestra Educator: Mr. Daniel Wolf 
 Mr. Wolf’s (Educator Four survey respondent) first thought of becoming a music 
educator at the age of 12. Mr. Wolf’s orchestra teacher at the time would bring an electric 
violin to class, talk about his café band, and set the classroom metronome at such a 
volume that the walls would shake. Mr. Wolf would always have fun in orchestra class 
and thought at the time, he could also do this. In Mr. Wolf’s words: 
I was inspired by how much fun orchestra was and I like being able to teach 
other things through music instead of just teaching a set curriculum. I would get 
to connect with kids on a level that I think certain other teachers don’t get to. 
 
 Mr. Wolf started piano lessons when he was seven. He felt he never really 
excelled at piano. Mr. Wolf started violin at the age of nine and took private lessons from 
then on through college where he studied music education. Mr. Wolf found his college 
experience challenging because music education majors did not receive the same support 
as music performance majors. As a music education major, a common expectation is that 
graduates would be proficient in playing many instruments. Mr. Wolf found that his 
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college did not provide him with adequate preparation in his secondary instruments. He 
developed his skills independently on his secondary instruments during student-teaching 
where his mentors took the time to coach him. 
Mr. Wolf started teaching orchestra in August 2013. He teaches in a sparsely 
populated area and is the only orchestra teacher in his school district. The following 
demographic information are approximations. The majority of students are White with 
less than a tenth of the student population being African American, Hispanic or Latino, 
Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, or Multiracial. Mr. Wolf commented 
that students travel long distances to get to school and that nearly half of the student 
population are economically disadvantaged.  
Mr. Wolf teaches fourth through twelfth grades in a six-day cycle. By following a 
six-day cycle in a five-day work week, Mr. Wolf is in a different building every day. He 
conducts a symphonic orchestra, high school string orchestra, middle school orchestras, 
as well as instrumental group lessons for all fourth through twelfth grades. Sometimes 
when the band teacher is absent, he is also responsible for teaching the band class 
because the school district is unable to find substitute music teachers. There are 
approximately 200 students in Mr. Wolf’s fourth- through twelfth-grade orchestra 
program. His orchestra program has grown since his arrival. Prior to his assignment, the 
school district’s orchestra program was in disarray. Mr. Wolf has since revived the 
district’s orchestra program. 
 Mr. Wolf’s high school students experience three concerts throughout the school 
year, multiple community outreach performances, and a holiday theme performance for 
elementary school students. Middle school students perform in two concerts. His fifth 
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grade elementary school students perform in two concerts and his fourth graders (first-
year orchestra musicians) perform in one concert in February and another concert in the 
spring with the fifth-grade class. Mr. Wolf also extends performance invitations to 
younger musicians who are capable of performing with older, more advanced musicians. 
Mr. Wolf’s students participate in NYSSMA solo assessment, NYSSMA majors 
(ensemble) assessment, all-county, and area all-state festivals.  
Document Review: Lesson Plan 
Mr. Wolf provided a brief lesson overview. His fourth grade orchestra rehearsal 
lesson plan contained four points: 
(a) Start class by singing A Goes Down to D (this is how we check our strings). 
(b) Everyone plays their strings as I call them out 
(c) Hand out Music Apparel packets 
(d) Working through our concert songs. (Book String Basics by Kjos, p. 24. #114 
“Plucking Open Strings.” #155 “Twinkle Twinkle Duet.” #116 “D Major 
Scale.” #118 “Orchestra March”). I planned to see where “Orchestra March” 
was today because I think it is a little too hard to get done before our concert 
on February 13. 
 
Mr. Wolf’s lesson plan offered few details about his approach. However, Mr. Wolf’s 
lesson plan is unique because singing was involved. The lesson was recorded on January 
25th, 2019 by Mr. Wolf. The lesson plan indicated that a concert was scheduled to take 
place on February 13th. With this in mind, Mr. Wolf signaled awareness of his students’ 
performance capabilities on one musical piece three weeks ahead of time. Their concert 
performance was also on Mr. Wolf’s mind. 
Observed Teaching Approach 1 
 Mr. Wolf began his fourth-grade orchestra rehearsal by greeting every student by 
their first name. A student claimed to not have his music book and Mr. Wolf responded, 
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“That’s ok, you can look on with [your stand partner].” There was an immediate sense of 
a relaxed learning environment. Mr. Wolf followed the interaction with, “Come on in and 
tune! You’re tuning.” Students then mimicked Mr. Wolf in a jovial way, “Tune, we’re 
tuning, tune…” Students plucked their instruments to tune. Mr. Wolf then told his 
students, “Once you are done, bring me your instrument so I can check.” Clipped on 
every instrument was an electric tuner with a digital gauge that indicated whether the 
instrument’s sounding pitch was high, low, or on target. Mr. Wolf and students had an 
established routine. Students were casually talking to one another while tuning. Mr. Wolf 
could be heard guiding students on the side and resolving issues. As tuning came to an 
end, Mr. Wolf told his students to put their tuners back on the shelf.  
 Even when students were still talking amongst themselves, Mr. Wolf began the 
lesson by singing, “One, Two, Ready Sing…” And all students stop talking to sing, “A, 
A, A, A, A goes down to D, D, D, D, D goes up to A, A, A, A, A, D, A” with great pitch 
accuracy. Mr. Wolf then asked students to pluck their A string as a whole class to check 
their pitch. After a few seconds of plucking A, students were asked to pluck their D, G, 
C, and E strings. Once all strings were checked, Mr. Wolf distributed a packet of school 
apparel information. Mr. Wolf explained to his students that the order form in the packet 
was due February 15th. Mr. Wolf then asked everyone to say, “February 15th” and 
students yelled, “February 15th” in unison.  
The rehearsal space was arranged in a traditional orchestra semi-circle with every 
student facing towards Mr. Wolf’s podium. Mr. Wolf announced, “Turn to page 24; we 
are working on our concert stuff.” While students packed their apparel packet away, they 
began talking to one another. Mr. Wolf was sidetracked with a few questions from some 
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students. Seconds later, Mr. Wolf counted loudly, “THREE, TWO, ONE” and all 
students saluted him and yelled, “HUT” at the end of his call. Without stopping, Mr. 
Wolf counted again, “THREE, TWO, ONE” and his students saluted and yelled, “HUT” 
again. The class was silent afterwards. Mr. Wolf brought his students’ attention to the dry 
erase board at the front of the class and announced the lesson agenda. Some students 
plucked and Mr. Wolf reminded students, “Come to rest position. I see rest position, but I 
do not hear rest position.” Mr. Wolf walked around the room to retrieve some papers and 
then asked the class, “Where do cases go?” Everyone responded, “Underneath the chair.” 
Nearly every question was directed to the entire class and everyone was expected to 
respond. Mr. Wolf also used a puppet on his hand to help his students stay focused.  
Their first playing task was #113. Mr. Wolf asked, “Who would like to read the 
narrator part today?” Nearly all students’ hands were raised. One student was chosen to 
read. The description read was a short guide on singing while plucking the D and A string 
notes. Mr. Wolf then instructed students to enter playing position and performed #113 
while singing and pizzicato (plucking). The next lesson segment was of Mr. Wolf 
reviewing student scripts for their February concert. Mr. Wolf read a line reserved for a 
student at the concert and the orchestra gave a brief demonstration. For example, the 
student script read, “Hello my name is… when we first started orchestra we sounded like 
this, [orchestra played a cacophony of pizzicato sounds].” Mr. Wolf gestured a conductor 
cut-off and the orchestra stopped. A few more scripted sequences occurred with student 
narration and demonstrations.  
Mr. Wolf then entered a discussion with students about the piece “Twinkle 
Twinkle Little Star” and Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart. Mr. Wolf asked, “Does anyone 
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remember what country Mozart came from?” Some students arbitrarily yelled country 
names aloud until Mr. Wolf reminded students to raise their hand. Approximately 13 
different guesses were made by students. Mr. Wolf gave quick responses to clarify 
whether students’ guessed a country, a territory in a continent, or incorrectly. Eventually, 
Mr. Wolf told the class, “Austria” and then launched into a story of a time when he was 
in Salzburg. Some students began talking inattentively through the class content and Mr. 
Wolf took out his puppet to help students regain focus. 
Students then sang their next performance excerpt before plucking the excerpt. 
Afterwards, Mr. Wolf gave students a choice to perform the top or bottom line of the 
excerpt. Students then became inattentive once again and this time Mr. Wolf called out a 
stomping pattern that all students followed and the class regained its focus. Mr. Wolf then 
spoke about all-county and performance etiquette. He posed a question, “Does anyone 
remember why we do rest position with the strings facing the conductor?” A student 
responded, “To show respect to the conductor.” Mr. Wolf reiterated the student’s 
response. Another student asked, “Can’t people just pluck the strings even if the strings 
are facing the conductor?” Mr. Wolf acknowledged and said, “Yes, you can still pluck 
when the strings are in front. But should you?” Mr. Wolf’s explanation of performer 
etiquette when representing oneself seemed to capture students’ attention. The class 
discussion went back to the topic of all-county and what it meant for musicians to be 
respectful towards whoever was conducting or standing at the podium. Mr. Wolf told his 
students, “You have to show me I can trust you” then informed the class that his middle 
school students lead and conduct from the podium during warm ups. The class becomes 
calm once again.  
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Mr. Wolf then conducted his students playing the “Twinkle Twinkle Little Star” 
theme. Mr. Wolf sang the letter name notes while students played. The arrangement of 
“Twinkle Twinkle Little Star” was a duet. Students were given a choice to play the 
melody or harmony parts. After a second playing of both parts in harmony, Mr. Wolf 
asked his students, “Raise your hand and tell the class if that had a little amount of 
popcorn or a lot of popcorn.” Popcorn was a reference to the amount of staggered 
plucking as opposed to unified plucking. Students were asked to assess their performance 
as a class. Mr. Wolf conducted his class two more times through “Twinkle Twinkle Little 
Star” and each time they stopped, Mr. Wolf asked his class about their performance and 
etiquette. Until this point in the lesson, most of Mr. Wolf’s questions were close-ended to 
guide students towards a targeted concept. To help transition the class discussion towards 
using peripheral vision, Mr. Wolf asked his students, “What is the role of the conductor?” 
Students quickly arrived to the thought that conductors give the beat. Mr. Wolf reminded 
students that they must keep their eyes on the music, but also look up so that the orchestra 
can stay together. 
Their next activity was rehearsing “Orchestra March” (n.a., n.d.). Mr. Wolf 
explained that while they rehearse, he will move around the orchestra to each section. Mr. 
Wolf said, “Raise your hand, tell me something you could be doing while I am not 
working with your section.” A student responded, “Reading your music.” Mr. Wolf 
acknowledged, “Yes, you could be reading your music and following along. What else 
can you be doing to be productive?” Another student said, “Stay in rest position.” Mr. 
Wolf replied, “Yes, you can stay in rest position and be a good listener.” A third student 
said, “You can shadow bow.” Mr. Wolf reminded his students that shadow bowing is 
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moving the bow over the instrument without making a sound and activating left hand 
finger motions to follow along with the music and staying on track in relation to other 
sections. Mr. Wolf shifted the discussion to the benefits of having a pencil. Similar to 
some of the previous questions, Mr. Wolf’s questions remained open-ended (e.g., “What 
can you do with a pencil?”). A student replied, “Write in your notes.” In this case of 
beginning orchestra class, students can write the letter name or left hand finger number to 
help remind themselves of the music note. Mr. Wolf quickly asked, “Do you write in for 
every note?” Students unanimously replied, “No.” Mr. Wolf followed that question with, 
“Raise your hand and tell me what you write.” A student replied, “You write on the note 
that you are stuck on.” Mr. Wolf reiterated, “Yeah, if you write the letter name for every 
note, are you actually reading the notes or the letters?” Students replied, “Just the letters.” 
Mr. Wolf asked, “Does that actually teach you how to read music?” Students replied, 
“No.” A student called out, “Well you kind of already know the letter names because you 
read it on the staff.” Mr. Wolf then talked about being able to write some letter names on 
the notes as practice and then removing the written hints later to check if students really 
learned the notes.  
At this point in Mr. Wolf’s lesson, I noticed students making certain hand 
gestures when raising their hands. Mr. Wolf responded differently to each gesture. When 
students made a T shape with their fingers with their hands raised, Mr. Wolf told them, 
“You can go.” This is how students asked to use the restroom without having to ask 
aloud. Mr. Wolf was able to call on students to maintain content dialogue without openly 
acknowledging other students’ needs to be excused from class. Mr. Wolf’s speaking pace 
was also quick. When he noticed inattentiveness or a need for students to hear an 
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instruction again, Mr. Wolf would repeat the instruction or have his students repeat the 
thought aloud. 
The next discussion topic was the difference between practicing and performing. 
Mr. Wolf asked, “What is the difference between practicing and performing?” A student 
replied inaudibly, but Mr. Wolf gave a detailed explanation of the difference. Then they 
rehearsed “Orchestra March.” Mr. Wolf moved from the bass section to the cello section. 
The cello section began a passage that was challenging for them. Mr. Wolf then gave 
direct instruction describing the precise left hand finger placement sequence with the 
notes. The cellos were given a chance to pluck through that section with Mr. Wolf’s note 
name announcement and finger reminders. The cello and bass sections were then 
combined and they played through the first four measures successfully. Mr. Wolf went 
through a similar review with the viola and violin sections. Afterwards, Mr. Wolf 
combined all of the sections to perform the first four measures. Mr. Wolf then asked his 
students to close their eyes and instructed student to rate how much they want to perform 
“Orchestra March” on the concert by indicating one to five fingers (one being really 
opposed and five being really supports performing “Orchestra March”). Mr. Wolf then 
laughed and said, “It is very mixed. There are some people that love this song; there are 
some people who are not super into it. I kind of want to save this for our Spring concert.” 
Some students whisper, “YES!” Mr. Wolf explained that they need to be, “comfy” on the 
D string and A string. Mr. Wolf asked students to think of the time they have between 




Mr. Wolf rehearsed one more performance excerpt from the String Basics text. To 
conclude the rehearsal, Mr. Wolf asked his class, “Is there a piece in the book that you 
really want to play in the concert?” This is another example of Mr. Wolf seeking 
students’ input and decisions. Several students raised their hands to volunteer a 
suggestion and many students flipped through their music book to review the 
suggestions. 
There was a large participatory component in Mr. Wolf’s lesson. Students were 
involved in musical performance, class decisions, and musical analysis. Although Mr. 
Wolf led much of the rehearsal, students were engaged in singing and a lot of playing. 
Students were very respectful towards each other. 
Self-reflection 
Mr. Wolf provided a voice recorded self-reflection along with a written self-
reflection based on the fourth-grade orchestra rehearsal. His first critique of his teaching 
was that he spoke too quickly. To help with classroom management Mr. Wolf offered: 
   “Watson,” a plastic set of eyes that I wear on my hand to conduct or use for 
classroom management. I’ve had him since my first year teaching and originally 
used him in middle school but I have found he works great in fourth and fifth 
grade. My middle schoolers named him my first year. I like to give my kids as 
much ownership over what we do in orchestra as possible, so we do a lot of 
voting. 
 
The level of student ownership was apparent in many of Mr. Wolf’s learning activities. 
Another aspect of Mr. Wolf’s lesson was the amount of singing that took place. Mr. Wolf 
encouraged his students to sing repeatedly. He said, “The nature of our instrument is that 
it is very easy to be out of tune, so the more my students can internalize the pitch, by 
singing or humming, the better. We sing on letter names.” Mr. Wolf’s fourth-grade 
orchestra content contained mainly open strings on the instrument (pitches involving five 
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note interval skips without left hand finger placement). Singing a tune to develop pitch 
recognition is part of the audiation process (Gordon, 2007; Suzuki, 1983).  
 Visible gestures were an important orchestral component within Mr. Wolf’s 
lesson. A large part of Mr. Wolf’s lesson focused on traditional orchestra protocol. 
Students were trained to understand musical cues and mannerisms. As Mr. Wolf 
referenced within the lesson, students must be able to understand signals given to them 
when they perform with other conductors and orchestra ensembles. 
 When introducing Mozart, Mr. Wolf told a story about visiting Salzburg. Mr. 
Wolf found value in telling stories to kids because, as he said, “It’s fun, it will help them 
remember the information by chunking it with the funny story, and it lets them know that 
I have traveled and lets them get to know me more.” Mr. Wolf applied teaching strategies 
that he thought were age appropriate. In my lesson observation, Mr. Wolf’s students 
became talkative. Mr. Wolf reflected on how he must act quickly to maintain his 
students’ concentration. 
 As a tribute to his mentors, Mr. Wolf applied teaching strategies and concepts 
learned from a time when he was a student. Mr. Wolf taught students with fun in mind 
while instilling pride in their work. Mr. Wolf’s student-centered approach began with 
student choice. Mr. Wolf used his String Basics music text to provide options to his 
students. Mr. Wolf explained, “I often let my students decide if they want to play a more 
advanced part or not. I like to differentiate sometimes by letting the student make the 
choice.” Mr. Wolf took pride in how efficiently his classroom operated. From 
encouraging autonomy to streamlining communication, Mr. Wolf even had a way to 
minimize dialogue for non-content related communication (e.g., the bathroom T-signal).  
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Mr. Wolf spoke of assessing student performance and making a decision about 
omitting music from an upcoming concert performance because students were not ready. 
However, Mr. Wolf gave students an opportunity to share their views about their 
performance readiness: 
   As soon as I heard the cellos and violas I knew we were cutting this piece. I am 
pretty good at hearing if I can get a piece done in a certain time frame. At the end 
of the class I ask for some suggestions for short songs to do on the concert and we 
will pick one next class. Again, I like letting my kids vote. 
 
It seemed Mr. Wolf had a strategy to address common issues orchestra educators face 
with beginning student musicians. The sophisticated level of open and closed dialogue 
Mr. Wolf had with his students was apparent.  
Observed Teaching Approach 2 
Mr. Wolf is dedicated to his students and to the development of his orchestra 
program. The orchestra teachers in his district prior to his arrival did not identify as 
educators, but rather, music performers first. The orchestra teachers before Mr. Wolf 
marked finger numbers on every note of the music. This was detrimental to high school 
orchestra students who could not read music notation very well when Mr. Wolf first 
arrived. Mr. Wolf embarked on a mission to prioritize music notation reading proficiency 
in all grade levels. Mr. Wolf cited resources such as MusicTheory.net and a smartphone 
application called “Staff Wars” as tools students can use to develop music note 
recognition. I peeked over at the music Mr. Wolf’s students were performing and noticed 
that there were no markings or music notation aids written in the music. 
 Mr. Wolf and I first met during Mr. Wolf’s orchestra community performance 
with his middle and high school students. Mr. Wolf and I spoke casually on the side 
while his students prepared for their performance. After conversing for five minutes, I 
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noticed none of Mr. Wolf’s students approached us to ask questions about setting up 
chairs, music stands, tuning, or music. Mr. Wolf remarked, “I believe, as educators, we 
have to foster independence.” This personal and professional philosophy was apparent in 
his conversations and interactions with students. Mr. Wolf’s students used electronic 
tuners that clipped to their instruments and students tuned themselves. Mr. Wolf 
explained, “Tuning begins right away in fourth grade. The sooner the better. I will help 
tune with the pegs if needed, but students know that I stop helping with pegs in January 
because they need to know how to do it.” 
 Mr. Wolf showed me an electric tuner that gives a colorful indicator of how sharp, 
flat, or accurate a pitch is on an instrument. He said that the tuners with color and meter-
type indicators really help his special needs students because the colors are different for 
indicating sharp and flat pitches. Mr. Wolf commented, “The colors help students discern 
between sharper and flatter pitches.” 
 Back in the performance, students were quick to help Mr. Wolf bring music 
stands, music books, and chairs into the venue from his vehicle. The level of trust is very 
high between Mr. Wolf and his students. Mr. Wolf made witty jokes such as, “Here are 
my keys but please don’t drive away because you’re only in seventh grade.” Mr. Wolf 
did not command his students to operate. Students openly asked Mr. Wolf for extraneous 
things and Mr. Wolf empowered his students to resolve issues. 
Mr. Wolf did not believe in developing a competitive orchestra program. His 
orchestra sounded in tune and they played very well together. Mr. Wolf’s goal was to 
make music with students for the sake of making music and enjoying the human 
connection behind music.  
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Mr. Wolf accompanied his students in performances outside of school to 
experience what real musicians do. Instead of having an elite or top tier performance 
group such as a chamber or travel orchestra, Mr. Wolf invites all of his students to 
community performances. Mr. Wolf would teach all of his students the music that would 
be performed at outside venues and posts sign-up sheets for students if they were 
interested in playing for that venue. This is a very democratic way of inviting students to 
perform outside of school. I have observed orchestra programs that only bring their top 
performance group(s) to competitions or to perform in places such as Carnegie Hall.  
Mr. Wolf’s warm-up consisted of scales in unison and rounds. While I observed 
Mr. Wolf’s community performance, Mr. Wolf randomly asked, “Do we have C-sharps 
or C-naturals?” Mr. Wolf casually turned a transition from one piece to another into a 
teachable moment. Mr. Wolf was collecting donations with a top hat at the community 
performance venue. Mr. Wolf made a sign that asked for donations and he gave the sign 
to the student with the top hat and asked the student to “Put a piece of tape on the sign, 
tack it on the hat.” Once the student accomplished that task and brought the hat back, Mr. 
Wolf said, “Now find something to put this [hat] on.” The student asked, “What should I 
put this [hat] on?” Mr. Wolf replied, “A stool, a music stand, you can figure it out.” Mr. 
Wolf was not condescending in any way. If Mr. Wolf had been condescending, I do not 
believe his students would have responded so faithfully to his feedback. Mr. Wolf also 
used the same top hat to help his beginning musicians recognize whole and half rests. Mr. 
Wolf remarked, “Because I teach every grade in the district and I’m always bouncing 
around, students have to set up and get ready while I am on my way to the next building.”  
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 Mr. Wolf developed different teaching approaches, creating rhymes to help 
students remember concepts, and developing strategies to help students recognize 
musical elements. Mr. Wolf shared the following rhyme to help younger musicians 
recognize whole-steps and half-steps, “When we have a whole-step, our fingers never 
touch. But when we have a half-step, they touch very much.” In one instance when Mr. 
Wolf was reciting the rhyme with his beginning strings class, he observed a student 
making hand gestures resembling the rhyme (spacing apart and rejoining two left-hand 
fingers) while reciting the rhyme. Mr. Wolf immediately applauded his student’s 
ingenuity and used this as a teachable moment. Mr. Wolf asked the entire class to gesture 
the motion and recite the rhyme. A self-reflection was not provided by Mr. Wolf in 
reference to this observation. 
Findings 
Research Question #1: What influences Mr. Wolf’s orchestra classroom pedagogy? 
VSR interview responses. Throughout my interviews with Mr. Wolf, he 
mentioned the following factors as having an influence on his pedagogy: his mentors as a 
student-teacher, concert performance preparation, student needs, allotted class time, 
being in multiple buildings, school scheduling, community socioeconomic status (SES), 
classroom space, and relationship with colleagues. 
When Mr. Wolf first arrived at his current teaching post, he presented a piece to 
his middle school students that contained musical elements that he expected most third 
year orchestra students are capable of performing. The piece proved too difficult within 
the first seconds of rehearsal because students had not learned most of the basic elements 
in the music (i.e., notation, rhythms, bowing). Mr. Wolf’s personal experiences as a 
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student did not match the school district in which he currently teaches in. He quickly 
adjusted his approach to match that of his current school students. Mr. Wolf grew up in a 
school community where orchestral music was a top priority.  
Mr. Wolf prioritized his students’ needs. At the time of this study, Mr. Wolf and 
his band teacher counterpart were rethinking the appropriateness of having first-year 
students perform in a February concert. He said, “We’re not sure that the fourth-grade 
February concert is developmentally appropriate, especially for a district like us, but 
we’re doing it this year. We’re going to see how it goes next year.” Mr. Wolf was 
constantly reevaluating his program events to improve future events. Mr. Wolf was also 
constantly assessing his students’ concert pieces in rehearsal. His ability to move on to 
new content was dependent on his students’ current concert preparation level. If his 
students were having issues in one of their concert pieces, they would spend more time 
working on the issues. Here is Mr. Wolf with a thought about concert preparation: 
   I always get nervous that I haven’t run the concert order enough times, straight 
through without stopping. Because you never want to be the teacher where the 
kids say, “We’ve never run this piece from beginning to end until yesterday and 
the concert is tomorrow.” I think for that lesson [observed lesson], I was still 
worrying a little too much about the concert being in a week or two and I really 
should have them run it.  
 
Within Mr. Wolf’s daily school operation, he found being in multiple buildings 
and school scheduling to be an issue because there were inconsistencies in students’ 
lesson attendance. Mr. Wolf’s school community also faces a lot of poverty. 
   Poverty here is pretty bad and a lot of my kids don’t own their own instruments. 
Some of my kids’ families don’t have cars, making it especially difficult. I had a 
kid not be able to make it to a concert when he was in fifth grade because he tried 
to call a taxi to bring him to the concert but the taxi never showed up. A lot of my 
kids are playing on really sub-par instruments and some of the instruments in my 
room are really garbage. The ones I am loaning them [students] have cracks. 




Being in multiple buildings throughout the week meant Mr. Wolf shared spaces 
with other music educators in his school district. Because Mr. Wolf taught in many 
shared spaces, he felt time was taken away from his lessons in order to prepare classroom 
resources (i.e., setting up chairs, music stands, instrument tuners, use of computer and 
sound system). On occasion, Mr. Wolf would arrive to a shared space only to find a vital 
music resource adjusted without his knowledge. Such occurrences impeded his students’ 
learning. This also strained relationships between Mr. Wolf and his colleagues. Mr. Wolf 
found issue when his colleagues referred to the shared rehearsal space as the, “band 
room.” I sympathize with Mr. Wolf’s observation because if educators are truly 
promoting a just and equitable vision, shouldn’t we all just call the shared rehearsal room 
a, “rehearsal room?” 
On the other hand, not all relationships with other music education colleagues are 
tense. Mr. Wolf spoke of times when he traded teaching ideas with music and non-music 
colleagues. As he put it: 
   I am a stained glass mosaic of everything that I’ve learned because I keep all the 
little pieces and then I turn them into my version of teaching. My pedagogy is 
built based on the experiences and knowledge from other teachers. I put it 
together by not reinventing the wheel but I take all those little experiences and all 
that wisdom and I use it to teach and it becomes who I am as a teacher and 
hopefully someday my students will go on and maybe they’ll become teachers 
and maybe a couple pieces from me will go to their teaching mosaic. 
 
In-depth interview responses. Mr. Wolf described his teaching approach as 
driven by his belief that every student can succeed and that success was defined 
differently for each student. Even though a grade out of 100 base points must be assigned 
to students, 100 meant something different for each student. Because Mr. Wolf has the 
opportunity to see his students from fourth-grade to twelfth-grade, he felt fortunate that 
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he could easily assess his students’ needs and develop a plan for students to succeed. Mr. 
Wolf felt this approach encouraged him to teach more inclusively, without pre-conceived 
notions of students’ abilities, and brought him closer to understanding his students as 
opposed to trying a one-size-fits-all approach. 
 In addition to the influences listed earlier, Mr. Wolf’s pedagogy was highly 
influenced by his experience as a student. He grew up in a school district where orchestra 
performance was competitive. Many of Mr. Wolf’s classmates started playing string 
instruments as young as age three and he did not have that opportunity. He felt his 
teachers brushed him aside. When Mr. Wolf wanted to go to all-county as a student, his 
teachers did not consult with him and ultimately overlooked his interest. Mr. Wolf said, 
“I want to give every student a chance to do what is going to make them feel successful.”  
 The idea of students achieving success was further reinforced when Mr. Wolf first 
met a conductor in an all-county orchestra event. The conductor taught in a wealthy 
public-school district, but the all-county orchestra event he was conducting only 
consisted of ten first violins, two second violins, three violas, six cellos, and one bass 
player. The all-county orchestra students struggled to play together at first. The all-county 
students’ teachers played along in the rehearsals and concert. Mr. Wolf was struck by the 
conductor in the final dress rehearsal when the conductor said, “Okay, I want everybody 
to play a D major scale.” By Mr. Wolf’s account, students did, and they could not do that 
on the first day. Then the conductor said, “Okay, play the beginning of the William Tell 
Overture.” They played, and they could not do that on the first day either. The conductor 
looked at all the students and said, “Ladies and gentlemen, that is success because you 
can do today what you could not do two days ago.” Mr. Wolf eventually became this 
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conductor’s student-teacher. Mr. Wolf was inspired by his student-teaching mentor’s idea 
that success to students is more important than perfection even though we aim for 
perfection as musicians.  
 Mr. Wolf’s experience also taught him to teach without preconceived notions of 
his students. Mr. Wolf had some ideas of teaching when he first arrived in his current 
teaching post, but later realized his initial ideas were inapplicable. As he put it: 
   I was starting to apply for master degree programs where you have to write a 
paper to get in. So I wrote my paper on why you should never teach with tapes on 
kids’ instruments. And I threw that paper in the trash after a few months of 
teaching and I was like, “nope, I can’t, no, that does not work for my kids.” And I 
started realizing what works in some areas does not work in others. And what 
works for some kids does not work for others. That made me reassess a lot of my 
pedagogy where I was like, “Okay, I can’t go in with preconceived notions of 
what kids can do. I need to go in, meet them where they are, and push them 
higher.” 
 
Mr. Wolf reiterated, “I need to find out what they can do and what to do to make 
them better. And not make it so far out of their reach that they are not going to be able to 
achieve it.” Mr. Wolf’s pedagogy was mostly influenced by his students, but I found his 
characteristic and attitude as an educator most notable. In his final thoughts about 
teaching, Mr. Wolf said, “Students don’t care how much you know until they know how 
much you care.” In his experience, he found that students were willing to do anything in 
his orchestra class so long as he showed his students that he genuinely cared for them. 
Mr. Wolf’s school district rotated between several orchestra teachers for years before he 
arrived. He remembered how his students felt abandoned by all of the orchestra teachers 
before him. He said, 
   I knew that they [students] needed someone to care about them. And they 
needed someone to show them orchestra is awesome, and you need to be excited 
about it because I am excited about it. I think that is literally why my program has 
grown. If you are excited your kids are going to be excited. If all you care about is 
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whether they practiced or whether or not they can play B-flat at measures 67, they 
are not going to work for you. 
 
Mr. Wolf believed that the human connection and being personable to students, children 
in this case, was a factor that encouraged him to keep teaching and enjoy teaching. 
   I’ve been floored by what the kids do and I think it is not because I am a 
teacher; it is because I am a person and I think being a person to the kids and 
seeing the kids as kids first, not students, matters. I had a lot of private teachers 
that did not care about me as a person. I would crave going to lessons and just 
have that little bit of, “Hey, how was your day, what was your week like, is there 
anything going on?” Just that connection with the teacher, whereas normally I 
would just walk in the room and they would be like, “Okay, tune yourself. Okay, 
you’re not in tune. What did you practice for me this week?” And I was like, “My 
anxiety is through the roof right now. I don’t know if you care about me at all.” I 
had one teacher in high school whom I did love. He was like my grandpa. He was 
phenomenal. I knew he actually cared about me. And he was one of the first 
teachers I actually worked hard for. And I actually practiced for him. I didn’t 
practice for most of my other teachers because I didn’t think they cared. I was 
99% sure their opinion of me was only based on how much I had practiced the 
week before. 
 
Being yelled at by his teachers also did not encourage Mr. Wolf to practice. 
   I had too many teachers like that. I wanted to become the teacher I never had. 
And my student-teaching mentor was the teacher that I never had. I found him 
and I was like, “that, I want to be that.” And I think at this point, I have become a 
good mix of what I want to become based on what I saw my student teaching 
mentor do and what I always wanted to do. I don’t teach identically to him, but I 
teach similarly. I think I’ve become my own educator at this point because I knew 
what I wanted as a student, I knew what I wanted to do as an educator, and I knew 
how to have fun, and I knew that kids are more important than numbers and data. 
 
Research Question #2: How does Mr. Wolf rationalize/justify his pedagogical 
choice? 
VSR interview responses. As indicated earlier, Mr. Wolf’s orchestra program 
was in disarray upon his arrival. Mr. Wolf stated, 
   I had kids that didn’t know how to read music. I had kids who have never 
changed a string in their life. I had kids with instruments that were falling apart. It 
was bad. So, I had to start from scratch with them and the program was very low 




Because Mr. Wolf’s orchestra program needed revival, and he was in charge of the entire 
district’s program, he was able to teach in a way that was unfamiliar to his students, 
school, and community. This included, having first-year students tune their own stringed 
instruments (a highly uncommon approach due to students’ young age and developmental 
stages of fine motor coordination). 
Mr. Wolf had his students routinely sing a lot because he felt his students would 
internalize pitch more accurately. He noticed that his students performed more in tune 
after having sung their music excerpts. A large component of Mr. Wolf’s orchestra 
pedagogy was student choice. Mr. Wolf made students’ repertory choice a primary issue 
because he encourages his students to become more self-aware. Mr. Wolf stated, 
My kids were self-aware enough to know that the hard piece was not quite 
ready. I was really excited to see that many of them like that really hard piece. 
They were really excited when I said let’s put it on the Spring concert. I really 
like the give and take I have with my orchestra kids. I try really hard to make it 
their ensemble. It’s about them, not me. 
 
Mr. Wolf’s account also showed that he believed the orchestra ensemble belonged to his 
students and the focus should not be on himself. Along the same lines of student choice 
was Mr. Wolf’s perspective on student enjoyment. He said, 
I try to give [students] as much choice as I can. I try to lean on what excites them 
and what motivates them to play because at the end of the day if I’m the only one 
having fun, I don’t have an orchestra. So, I try to make sure that it is fun and I 
think we work productively. 
 
At times when Mr. Wolf anticipated larger issues within a piece and knew a piece was 
too difficult for his students to perform in an upcoming concert, he implemented student 
choice to help students realize why a piece was not ready. Mr. Wolf summarized why 
student choice was important to him in the following statement. 
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   I think students learn better when they are interested. I think students learn 
better when they are having fun and I think when I don’t have to answer the 
question, “Why am I doing this?” the students are already on a better track to 
learning. I’m the kind of person where if a student asked me, “Why do I have to 
learn this? Why do I have to do this?” I’m going to give them an answer and I’m 
going to actively try to answer the question, “Why are we learning this? Why are 
we doing this?” Because once that question is answered, then the kid is like, “Oh 
okay. I’ll do it. That’s worth my time.” I think kids, now more than ever really 
like to have agency in their life and they like to be able to decide for themselves 
what’s worth their time. 
 
This was a powerful revelation because he helped students realize their agency. Here is 
an account on the impact of student choice and practice at home from Mr. Wolf: 
   If I really like the Brandenburg Concerto and my kids hate it, they are not going 
to want to go practice it; they’re not going to learn the skills I want them to learn. 
There are tons of pieces out there that can teach them the exact same skills but 
maybe it is the song that they know or maybe it’s the song that they have never 
heard that is really exciting. So I try really hard to find out what my kids want to 
do and my middle school kids vote on their spring concert. My high school kids 
too. 
 
Mr. Wolf also justified his TC approach when talking about student choice. Student 
choice was not always viable. Mr. Wolf did not always give students a choice. He said, 
“Sometimes I tell them [students] you have to learn this because of the value it has.” Mr. 
Wolf cited Baroque music as an important genre with historical and cultural aspects that 
students cannot experience in contemporary works. Mr. Wolf wanted students to know 
more than just how to play their instrument.  
In-depth interview responses. Mr. Wolf rationalized his inclusive approach 
because he believes in supporting everybody, including students that do not do well, 
fostering a community atmosphere and promoting intrinsic motivation. Mr. Wolf 
elaborated on his students’ motivation: 
They [students] do it because they know they want to get better, they do it 
because I’m not going to slap them on the wrist if they do not practice every 
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single night. They do it because they do not want to disappoint me or their friends 
or their families. They do it because they want to do this. 
 
 Mr. Wolf talked about his encounters with elitist teachers. Some teachers are not 
inclusive; they hand pick certain students to participate in NYSSMA solo evaluations. 
Mr. Wolf encouraged all of his students to participate in NYSSMA because he saw this 
as an opportunity for all students to grow. Mr. Wolf recounted having seen students that 
consistently perform at lower levels grow more than students who consistently perform at 
higher levels because the lower level performing students worked harder, practiced more, 
while more advanced students exhibited fixed mindset behaviors. Mr. Wolf observed his 
more advanced student musicians recognizing and reflecting upon their peers’ progress 
and eventually react by also working harder. As Mr. Wolf put it, his students said, “Okay, 
I have to find out what success means for me. I have to find out what my baseline ability 
is and how to make it better.” Mr. Wolf firmly believes everyone can always improve. 
Research Question #3: What influences Mr. Wolf’s implementation of TC and/or 
SC instruction? 
VSR interview responses. Mr. Wolf experienced many independent learning 
opportunities on his secondary instruments throughout college sparking his approach and 
belief that his students were also capable of self-agency. Mr. Wolf considered his 
students’ age when preparing for his first-year students’ concert performance. Mr. Wolf’s 
first-year orchestra student concert consisted of pieces from their String Basics music 
book. Because their concert selections are found throughout the book, students would 
need to turn several pages to find their next piece in between selections. In an effort to 
reduce student anxiety, Mr. Wolf arranged students’ concert selections in a way that the 
music appears on a single page. In his view, 
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   I decided it was worth it to make extra work for myself because I don’t want 
students to accidentally get lost, don’t want them to accidentally flip the paper at 
the wrong time. Let’s just make this easier for them. It’s more work for me but in 
the end it will make the concert more successful so that’s what has to be done. 
 
Mr. Wolf’s approach was to ensure successful transitions between concert pieces more 
than fostering student dependence on his tutelage.  
Mr. Wolf talked about student choice as a large component of his SC approach. 
However, he also recognized when student choice was not viable. He said, “They don’t 
have a choice all the time… Sometimes they have agency, but when you [students] don’t 
have agency, there is a reason for it. There is a reason why I have to teach you this.” 
When asked about SC approaches in elementary grades compared to high school grades, 
Mr. Wolf said he felt his elementary school kids are the first ones to admit when 
something in the music does not sound right. Students were given opportunities to openly 
share their opinions about their performance. Mr. Wolf recounted one of his younger 
students saying, “That was good today; it usually isn’t.” On the other hand, Mr. Wolf 
reflected on a time when one of his elementary classes were not mature enough for him to 
give them such open opportunities: 
   I usually don’t have to put my foot down very often at the elementary level but I 
did last year. Last year I had a group of fifth-graders that were off the walls, 
behavior issues, they were read the riot act multiple times. They’ve had field trips 
taken away by the school. They had way too much energy. I told them if you want 
to do a Christmas song on your concert you have to earn it. You have to learn the 
other three songs first; then I’ll give you a Christmas song. I fully expected them 
to get the Christmas song and they did not.  
 
Student behavior influenced Mr. Wolf’s implementation of student choice. Mr. 
Wolf reiterated how proud he was of his older students, now after having him as their 
teacher for the past six years. Mr. Wolf found opportunities to implement SC approaches 
because he saw his high school students become more reflective and self-aware when 
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discussing the state of their concert repertoire. Here is an account from Mr. Wolf in 
regard to his high school orchestra preparing for a concert. 
   I’ll record it [concert piece], play it from my computer and then have the kids 
raise their hand and tell me, a) what was something you heard that was good, b) 
that was played well, and c) what is something that we can improve? I never say, 
“What was something that was bad, what can we do to make it better.” I think 
I’ve taught them from a young age to be more self-aware and I don’t usually have 
to put my foot down much anymore. 
 
In-depth interview responses. Mr. Wolf believed he used more SC approaches 
than TC approaches. He said, “I don’t really know how I would make my orchestra 
completely student-centered because I have to teach them information and skills that they 
do not have. But I don’t like to lecture a whole lot.” Mr. Wolf spoke of SC/TC 
approaches being portioned 60% SC and 40% TC or sometimes 70% SC and 30% TC. 
He said, 
   If I have a 40-minute period, I did not spend more than 15 minutes of it 
explaining how stuff works before I let them [students] do the thing. If I am 
teaching a new skill in the middle school or elementary school, I try to make sure 
that it is brief, even small spurts. So based on the age level, that is how long I 
allow myself to lecture. I try to make it more fun, and I try to not have it be me 
talking for half an hour. Give them a piece of information, try it, give them a 
piece of information, let’s do it together, give them a piece of information, refine 
it. So it is always back and forth. 
 
Mr. Wolf said that he does not enjoy, “yapping” in front of the room for a long time so he 
tries to put the onus on his students. Mr. Wolf provided an example of using a 
combination of SC and TC approaches. He would put a, “do now” on the board, an 
anticipatory set, a rhythm students have never seen before and he noted that sometimes 
students can figure it out and sometimes students would ask, “what is that?” or “I can’t 
tell if this is a slur or a tie.” Mr. Wolf used these SC moments as a launching point into 
the lesson. He said, “I try to let them discover some of those things and if they are 
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interested in doing something, and it wasn’t on my plan, I’ll throw my plans away and go 
do what they want to do.” 
 Mr. Wolf spoke of times when he distinctly used TC approaches through lectures 
or close-ended discussions. Close-ended discussions are similar to close-ended questions 
where dialogue purposefully leads to pre-determined responses. In Mr. Wolf’s words, 
   Most of the time when I am lecturing, it is giving them [students] a heart to 
heart talk, which I think we can do a little bit more in music then we can in math 
or science because I don’t have a curriculum I have to stick to. Sometimes I have 
to stop class for 20 minutes and talk about bullying. And sometimes I have to stop 
class and talk about being tolerant of other people and respecting other people’s 
beliefs. And respecting people. And I do that, and that is when I kind of lecture 
because at that point, they need to hear it from me and I don’t really want kids to 
be silly about it. I want kids to take it seriously. So when it becomes very focused 
on me, there is a reason. And I think that makes it more impactful and meaningful 
for them. 
 
Mr. Wolf cited flexibility within music content in comparison to other academic 
disciplines as a factor that allowed TC and SC transitions. Mr. Wolf did not feel restricted 
by his orchestra curriculum thus enabling him to address issues in his class. Spending 20 
minutes to speak about bullying and tolerance suggest TC approaches are generally used 
in severe instances. Mr. Wolf explicitly stated that lecturing on such topics was best 
reserved for him and not his students because he felt his students would be, “silly” about 
the topic matter. There is a level of severity that comes with the speaker’s position. 
 Mr. Wolf further elaborated on his curriculum and flexible/adaptive teaching 
approaches that allowed him to make short and long term teaching decisions. He felt he 
was not the most structured educator when it came to curriculum. Mr. Wolf said he has a 
checklist and that he is, “A lot more of an adaptable, free-flowing kind of person so I 
have these things in my mind and I insert them as they show up naturally.” He said his 
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checklist was in his mind and on his planning chart that would be accomplished by the 
end of the year.  
 In addition to working with a flexible curriculum, Mr. Wolf attributed his ease of 
SC teaching application to music content itself. He viewed orchestra music as a project-
based discipline; school concerts with students are considered projects. He said, “Because 
of project-based learning, I can let students do things. I let kids teach for the day 
sometimes. I have kids conducting warm-ups every day in the middle school. I teach 
them how to conduct.” Mr. Wolf provided another example of how he encouraged one of 
his students in a project-based learning role: 
   I have a student in my senior class. He leaves school early to come to the 
elementary school or the middle school and be my assistant for elementary or 
middle school orchestra. So he will go up and teach when I am absent sometimes. 
I will switch on and off with him for teaching. So many of the skills in music, 
they just build on each other. So he may not have all of the educational pedagogy 
in the world, but when I tell him, “go sit down and teach rhythms to that sixth-
grader,” he can use the knowledge he has and do it. 
 
Mr. Wolf recognized his students’ prior knowledge as stepping stones to building 
understanding and a way to contribute towards other people’s learning. Mr. Wolf 
summarized his thoughts about project-based learning by stating, “Project-based learning 
is based on kids. You can’t do the project if I do it for you. I can’t.” 
 Mr. Wolf revisited a point he made in the first interview about student behavior 
and introducing new concepts as factors limiting his SC approach. He said, 
   I have to be sensitive to the group. Sometimes I have to. I have sixth graders 
who have the attention span of fourth graders. So I cannot really let them do 
certain things like that. So I try to make it structured when it needs to be and 
sometimes I have to limit their free form time when they can try the thing. 
Because they’ll just go nuts for days. I try to limit how teacher centered it is based 
on what I’ve got to teach and the grade level that I am teaching. It is usually when 
introducing something brand-new that they don’t know about, that I have to 
completely explain it to them because there isn’t a kid who can demonstrate it, or 
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there isn’t a kid who can use prior knowledge to teach this thing or show the 
thing. I have to do it, I have to take my knowledge and give it to them. 
 
 Mr. Wolf cited his orchestra experience as a grade school student as having 
influenced his current pedagogical approach. Mr. Wolf gave more details about teaching 
and learning as factors in his decision to implement SC approaches. He felt SC learning is 
more captivating for students. As he put it: 
   I like learning that way; if I like learning that way, they [students] are going to 
like learning it that way. Adults don’t like being lectured at for an hour even 
though we have to sometimes. Professional development, we are being lectured. I 
don’t want to be lectured, I have ideas. I want to share them, I want to try the 
thing. I hate being lectured at, I don’t know why they think it is cool to do that to 
adults, when a kid can’t do it. Kids are just going to be more vocal. I don’t like 
looking out into a room of people that I’m trying to teach and seeing them being 
bored. That is where I am like, “no, now I have to switch gears because you 
should not be bored. You should be at least making eye contact with me if not, 
engaged.” Because I know not every kid is going to be engaged every hour of the 
day. 
 
Mr. Wolf analogized TC lecturing with speaking to an audience. However, he did 
not want to treat his students like audience members; he wanted to treat them as part of 
the teaching process. Mr. Wolf provided anecdotes of his experience as a high school 
student and reflected on how disengaged he was because his orchestra teacher did not 
provide contexts to musical content. Today, he provides context to all the music his 
students explore in an effort to enhance musical purpose, relatability, and enjoyment. Mr. 
Wolf stated, 
   If I know a story about a piece, or I have a connection to a piece, or there are 
notes on the score, I read them. We are doing a symphony piece in my middle 
school group and I know it is a piece that they [students] have never heard before 
so I had students listen to it. And then I asked where do you think you would hear 
music like that? And the biggest answer was like, “Weddings.” And then I said, 
“What about wedding commercials or diamond commercials?” And the kids were 
like, “Oh yes! That makes sense.” Some of my student-centered teaching comes 




 Mr. Wolf continued to express a desire for SC interaction, especially in 
professional development. He felt his college mentors were, “phenomenal” and student-
teaching played a large role in developing his SC approach. He acknowledged that his 
pedagogy was an adaptation of teaching from many people, places, and experiences. 
From learning how to teach to learning how not to teach, Mr. Wolf reflected on the one 
thing he did learn from his high school orchestra teacher. At the end of his high school 
senior year, his orchestra teacher allowed students to conduct through their pieces 
because concerts were over and the orchestra teacher did not have any lesson planned. 
Mr. Wolf remembered being afraid to go up, knowing that he was pursuing music 
education and did not want to fail in the moment. He did not volunteer to conduct at the 
time. He said, 
   Then it occurred to me that if someone had taught me how to do this when I was 
younger, I wouldn’t have been as afraid of it. I would’ve gotten a chance to go up 
and do it. And I would’ve had more fun. So some of my students-centeredness 
was [inspired by] being taught it and also wanting it and not having it when I was 
younger. 
 
 Mr. Wolf provided the following recommendations to become more student-
centered. He recommended adopting the idea that orchestra music is project-based 
learning because he believes project-based learning require students to independently 
learn skills, discover, and accept more responsibility. He believes the level of 
responsibility given to students correlates to the teacher’s level of student-centeredness. 
Another recommendation was, “Don’t be afraid to lose control of your class once in a 
while.” While some educators write down their entire lesson plan accompanied by a 
script, Mr. Wolf viewed scripts as a source of anxiety when lessons do not go according 
to plan. Mr. Wolf stated, 
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   Be adaptable because if you are afraid to go off script, you are going to clutch. 
“We have to get this measure right today because this was in my plan.” Well, no, 
your plan is not as important as what is happening for the kids. This is not about 
me, this is about them [students] and I think that is something music teachers can 
stand to learn. It’s not about you; it’s about them; it’s not my orchestra; it is their 
orchestra.  
 
Orchestra Educator: Mrs. Heather Tanner 
Mrs. Tanner (Educator Five survey respondent) became a music educator because 
of several developments and encounters. She had a great high school honors English 
teacher and a terrible orchestra teacher who at one point said to her that she, “had a tin 
ear and no future in music.” Mrs. Tanner’s reaction was, “Why would you say that to 
somebody? This is a guy who’s not a good teacher and even if it was true, you wouldn’t 
say it.” On the other hand, Mrs. Tanner’s English teacher once said to Mrs. Tanner and 
her classmate in a casual conversation that she (the English teacher) could rip up a book 
and throw it at the honors English class and they will learn it, but when she’s with the 
lower academic English class, that’s when she is really teaching. The thought of a 
challenge, an obstacle, or a puzzle intrigues Mrs. Tanner and this was very clear in the 
footage Mrs. Tanner shared.  
Mrs. Tanner’s mother was a certified Suzuki cello teacher. Mrs. Tanner began 
Suzuki viola lessons at the age of eight and traveled a lot with her mother to Suzuki 
conferences across the United States. She performed in her school orchestras, youth 
orchestras, and all-state orchestras.  
Mrs. Tanner was in her 28th year as a music educator at the time of this study. 
Throughout her career, she has taught orchestra, general music, and band. Mrs. Tanner 
teaches in a suburban school district in New York State. The following demographic 
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information are approximations. Nearly three-quarters of the student population is White. 
A sixth are Hispanic or Latino and nearly a tenth are African American. Multiracial and 
Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander also make up nearly a tenth of the 
student population. A little over a quarter of the students are economically disadvantaged. 
Her current teaching responsibilities encompasses fifth- through eighth-grade orchestra 
ensembles, two elementary orchestra ensembles, and small group lessons (which she 
refers to as pull-out lessons). 
There are 182 students in Mrs. Tanner’s orchestra program. Orchestra student 
enrollment has increased since her arrival in the district. Because Mrs. Tanner’s orchestra 
program has grown at the middle school level, her district’s high school orchestra student 
enrollment has also increased, leading to the hiring of additional orchestra educators. 
Mrs. Tanner remarked that the quality of the orchestra program has also improved 
because the district is hiring educators that specialize in orchestra. 
Mrs. Tanner’s orchestra students perform in school winter and spring concerts, 
all-county, and NYSSMA solo evaluations. Students have the option to participate in 
local community music schools as well. Mrs. Tanner spoke of an all-district orchestra 
event that used to take place but is no longer running because orchestra teachers’ 
schedules, “nowadays” do not allow them to plan and organize such an event.  
Document Review: Lesson Plan 
 Mrs. Tanner provided one lesson plan for two separate video recorded teaching 
examples. The lesson plan applied to two mixed violin and viola lesson groups. The 
violin and viola groups consisted of students with varying performance abilities. Mrs. 
Tanner’s lesson plan was titled: Essential Elements Book Two (Allen, Gillespie, & Hayes, 
  
177 
2004), page 12-15. The lesson plan listed objectives, activities, and suggested guidelines 
for students to follow.  
 Objectives were as follows:  
Students will: 
• Discover what a sharp does through kinesthetic experience. 
• Learn music vocabulary to describe the physical actions/aural changes 
they hear. 
• Recreate “sharp” on other notes 
• Listen to/perform and explain C-sharp and perform A, B, C-sharp with 
correct technique and intonation. Also on D string as time allows. 
• Learn about and perform the A major scale. 
 
Mrs. Tanner’s objectives focused on several musical elements. Students in this 
lesson learned to move their left hand fingers in a manner that allowed them to raise tonal 
pitches by a half-step. This is a concept commonly taught to second- and third-year string 
instrumentalists. The experience of reading a sharp requires students to understand some 
music notation reading conventions and procedures. Western music notation, in regard to 
reading sharps or changes in tonality, is governed by many “if, then” logic sequences. 
The first point in Mrs. Tanner’s lesson plan, “students will discover,” suggests students 
would independently realize and understand a new musical concept. The remaining 
points in Mrs. Tanner’s objectives requires more teacher instruction and facility as there 
are theoretical and aural concepts that are new to students.  
Mrs. Tanner then listed additional activities in bullet form. 
• F-natural to F-sharp 
• C-natural to C-sharp 
• Describe the action, sound 
• What does a sharp DO – emphasis on it as a verb/action/change of finger 
position. 
• Apply to C on G string 
• Page 12-13 – group, individual as needed. 




Mrs. Tanner’s lesson plan did not openly indicate the type of teaching approach used by 
Mrs. Tanner, however, this list of activities showed Mrs. Tanner’s plan to have students 
perform music exercises as a group and independently. The term, “as needed” suggested 
that Mrs. Tanner would reinforce musical concepts based on her assessment within the 
lesson.  
Finally, Mrs. Tanner wrote four guidelines resembling proverbs. They were as 
follows: 
• A Major Scale – Furry Cats Get Dirty After Every Bath 
• Scales have rules 
• You must think sharp to play sharp 
• Rules are easy to say, not always easy to follow 
 
“A Major Scale” and the sentence about furry cats did not involve animals in the lesson. 
The furry cat sentence was used to help students remember the order of sharps listed in 
Western music key signatures. Mrs. Tanner planned to use this sentence to help students 
identify the key signature of the A major scale. As suggested in the objectives, scales 
along with the, “sharp” musical concept required learners to understand procedures for 
properly identifying and executing the musical concept. The last two sentences were 
encouraging remarks for students. 
Observed Teaching Approach 1 
Mrs. Tanner shared two separate group lesson teaching clips with me. Both 
lessons covered the same content; however, the two lesson groups varied in performance 
level. Her first lesson was with a handful of sixth-grade violinists and violists. Mrs. 
Tanner began the lesson by greeting everyone, “Ok ladies and gentlemen, let’s warm-up, 
step one, review everything.” A performance checklist was referenced with the following 
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items: the direction of chair, is the back of the chair attacking musicians’ back, sitting at 
the edge of the seat, perfect posture with violins and violas over the shoulder, and letting 
left arm hanging down from the instrument. Students began with a D major scale, but 
right before they started, Mrs. Tanner pointed to a student’s sitting posture and asked the 
student to adjust his torso and with five words: “Gotta keep the spine straight.” The 
student corrected his performance posture. Mrs. Tanner then looked to another student 
and gave a similar comment, but with a visual cue to straighten the student’s back. While 
students were waiting for that first D scale note, Mrs. Tanner took her bow and reminded 
students of the correct bow hold as she demonstrated with her bow on her shoulder, not 
on her instrument. She cued the group to play the D scale.  
Mrs. Tanner sat in the front of her classroom with a chalkboard behind her, a 
violin placed on top of a music stand at her side, and another music stand in front of her. 
On the music stand was the teacher’s edition of Essential Elements string music text and 
a note pad. Her students were sitting in a letter L formation. As students played through 
the D scale, Mrs. Tanner took notes, writing and watching her students. Students 
performed the D scale in a continuous rhythmic sequence (half note, quarter note, and 
eighth note) without teacher prompts. The rhythmic sequence was part of their routine. 
Near the end of the scale, Mrs. Tanner gave visual feedback by gesturing a straight left 
wrist.  
The class transitioned to an exercise in their Essential Elements book. The 
exercise was performing a G major scale. Mrs. Tanner led her class in an analysis of the 
music excerpt by asking questions about the excerpt. Students did not raise their hands 
but nearly answer in unison, as if they were completing Mrs. Tanner’s sentences. Mrs. 
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Tanner did not call on her students to answer her questions so the question/answer 
analysis session flowed. Mrs. Tanner’s questions included identification of key signature, 
understanding differences between the G major scale upper and lower octave (because of 
the violin and viola group mixture), and finger placements across various strings. As they 
began, Mrs. Tanner praised a student for her beautifully formed bow hold. Feedback was 
not given while students performed the excerpt. Once students completed the excerpt, 
Mrs. Tanner asked a student to play his E string. This particular student’s E string was 
not in tune. Mrs. Tanner then showed the student how to operate a digital clip-on tuner. 
The class sat quietly observing. Mrs. Tanner prompted her student to observe the digital 
tuner and to turn the fine tuner on the instrument. Mrs. Tanner asked her student, “Is the 
tuner lighting up green? Is the indicator getting closer to the green?” The student 
successfully tuned his own instrument. Mrs. Tanner smiled and summarized to her 
student, “You see how easy it is to tune?”  
In Mrs. Tanner’s next segment, she asked her students to play an F-natural and 
then an F-sharp. She asked, “Ladies and gentlemen, what happened to the note?” A 
student replied, “The note went higher.” Mrs. Tanner responded, “That’s right, you 
sharped the note. Sharp is a verb. It raises the note by a half-step. In the future, if I say, 
what does a sharp do, you will say it raises it one half-step.” Mrs. Tanner then joked 
about turning the phrase, “One half-step” into an orchestra cheer. Her students chuckled. 
Mrs. Tanner continued with the musical sharp content and told her students, “You know 
how to make F-natural into a sharp, C-natural to sharp, G-natural to sharp. I just gave you 
the power to make any note sharp. All you have to do is make any note a half-step 
higher.” A student then asked, “What about open string?” The student asked because 
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Mrs. Tanner only presented the sharp concept on notes played with a finger. To create a 
note sharp from a note without fingers (open string), instrumentalists must bring their 
first finger (index finger) to the furthest point away from the bridge on the string. Mrs. 
Tanner told her student, “I’m going to let you figure that out in just a minute. Let’s do it 
this way, once you see this way, I bet you will figure this out. It’s not that mysterious.” 
Mrs. Tanner transitioned to another exercise in the Essential Elements text for 
students to apply the sharp concept. Prior to this point in the lesson, students manipulated 
their second fingers (middle finger) in creating natural and sharp pitches. In this next 
activity, Mrs. Tanner asked students to look at an exercise that require musicians to sharp 
a third finger (ring finger) note. Mrs. Tanner asked, “Ladies and gentlemen, look at that 
note in this next page. What is that? How do you create that sharp? Go figure it out.” 
Students took a few seconds to discover how to sharp a third finger pitch. Once students 
experienced raising the pitch of their third finger, Mrs. Tanner guided students to find the 
sharped third finger note by telling students to play a slow sequence of notes in an 
ascending scale beginning with their first finger. Mrs. Tanner gave a short demonstration, 
asking students to listen for the difference in the third finger sharp note versus the third 
finger natural note. She also brought students’ attention to the finger placement and 
formation. Mrs. Tanner followed the demonstration with, “It’s ok if you put it down 
wrong, but good musicians fix it!”  
Mrs. Tanner’s lesson was filled with statements that challenged students to think 
about their own observations and actions. Mrs. Tanner gave comical descriptions of 
finger placements for this age group of students. When trying to move the third finger 
higher in pitch, a common natural reaction of the second finger is to move towards the 
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third finger. Mrs. Tanner described this to her students as, “The second finger wants to 
join the party. Second and third fingers have been best friends all this time, but now the 
third finger is going away and the second finger has to stay home.” At that very moment, 
another student made an observation to describe the finger space between a half-step and 
the distance the third finger must travel between its original placement to the fourth 
finger (pinky finger). The third finger travels half the distance between its original 
placement to the fourth finger placement, thus the distance and pitch is called “half-step.” 
Mrs. Tanner said, “Yes!” and made an exploding forehead gesture to signal mind blown. 
Students then performed the next two exercises in the book without Mrs. Tanner. 
She gave two sentences of feedback about posture and finger placement. Over the course 
of the next three exercises, Mrs. Tanner did not participate in singing the exercises with 
note names. Feedback was given only to remind students of an instance when a note is 
sharped. Mrs. Tanner concluded her lesson by telling her students about a collaboration 
orchestra due to take place in the next month with other sixth-grade and high school 
orchestra members. Students were ecstatic about the opportunity. 
Although much of Mrs. Tanner’s lesson was direct instruction, there were 
moments of student self-discovery. Mrs. Tanner instructed her students to a point that 
was short of giving the answer. Students then made conceptual connections. Students 
carried themselves through the so-called, “finish line” into a new level of musicianship. 
Observed Teaching Approach 2 
 In Mrs. Tanner’s second teaching clip, she mentioned that class started with a ten-
minute delay and she began by preparing the Essential Elements music text for some 
students. During this preparation time, Mrs. Tanner told a student that his shoulder pad 
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was reversed. She followed that observation with, “Remember it is a sad shoulder pad 
when it is on. That’s why you have to practice more.” Mrs. Tanner suggested to the 
student that he will set the shoulder pad on correctly after having more experience 
working with his instrument. Similar to the first observed lesson, Mrs. Tanner went 
through her checklist, but asked her students, “What is the first thing we check when we 
begin?” Students responded, “Tuning? Bow hand?” Mrs. Tanner replied, “How we are 
sitting, what direction is the chair facing.” While students adjusted their seats, two 
students brought their violins to Mrs. Tanner for tuning.  
 Mrs. Tanner situated herself and students in the same classroom arrangement as 
the first observed lesson. However, this lesson is somewhat different because Mrs. 
Tanner modeled for her students more than her first lesson. This lesson also consisted of 
sixth-grade violin and viola students. The dialogue between Mrs. Tanner and students 
flowed as smoothly as the first lesson. Mrs. Tanner performed the D major scale with her 
students for the first couple of notes. Mrs. Tanner put her violin down while students 
continued the scale. Mrs. Tanner moved around the room, correcting students’ left and 
right hand positions. She brought individual students’ attention to their own performance 
issues while students performed the scale warm-up sequence.  
Once students completed the scale, Mrs. Tanner transitioned to an exercise in the 
Essential Elements text. Mrs. Tanner directed students’ attention to the G major scale 
excerpt and Mrs. Tanner asked a series of questions as part of students’ analysis of the 
excerpt. Students soon realized C pitches are natural, G pitches are natural, and a 
distinction between violins performing in the upper octave compared to violas 
performing the lower octave G major scale. Mrs. Tanner assessed all of her students’ 
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posture ahead of the exercise and provided encouraging feedback such as, “You must 
come to the edge of the seat and fix that bow hand. You must play with the same 
beautiful bow hand that you showed me earlier. Everyone’s wrist must be straight before 
we begin.” Mrs. Tanner did not start the exercise until everyone’s posture and bow hand 
formation was precise and as expected. Her students chuckled and then they began. Mrs. 
Tanner performed with her students. Students performed the excerpt with rhythmic and 
pitch accuracy. Mrs. Tanner remarked, “Violins, you did really well. I had to abandon 
you because we had a little viola moment there. It sounded like all your second fingers 
were correct. Am I right?” Students cheered, “Yeah! We got it correct!” Mrs. Tanner 
responded, “Yeah, alright, relax a little bit. Let’s hear that again, can’t get too much of a 
good thing.” Mrs. Tanner subliminally challenged her students to reproduce the same 
accuracy with which they had performed moments before. Students were in a great mood 
and high spirits. In the second performance of the same excerpt, Mrs. Tanner did not 
perform with her students, but moved around the room to check her students’ posture and 
finger placement.  
While Mrs. Tanner transitioned to the next activity, a student reflected aloud and 
said, “It sounded weird, I made a C-sharp.” Mrs. Tanner replied, “And so what did you 
do?” The student said, “I put it back.” Mrs. Tanner replied, “You moved it, absolutely. 
Guys, you are going to make mistakes, that’s normal. So if you are going to put a finger 
wrong, you just move it. It’s your finger, you can control it.” Her students laughed. They 
move to the next music excerpt in the Essential Elements book. Mrs. Tanner asked her 
students, “What is the key signature of this piece?” Students replied correctly, “All 
naturals.” Right before they began, Mrs. Tanner asked students to check their posture and 
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included reminders about their bow hand formation. They performed the excerpt 
together. This time, students played the excerpt with mixed success. Mrs. Tanner asked 
her students to play the excerpt a second time and she told her students that she was not 
going to play, but she would listen for, “low second fingers” (anticipating students’ 
creation of correct C-natural tones). 
Mrs. Tanner then asked her students to play a C-natural followed by a C-sharp 
and then a F-natural followed by a F-sharp. Mrs. Tanner then asked students what they 
heard. A student said, “It sounded like a horror movie sound.” Mrs. Tanner 
acknowledged the response, “That’s true, that is the emotional response.” Then she 
asked, “What is the scientific definition of what you just did?” Another student said, 
“You slide your finger from low-two to a high-two” (in reference to the action of the 
second finger). Mrs. Tanner replied, “You’re not wrong. So you slid your finger from a 
low-two to a high-two. What direction would you say the sound went? Up or down?” 
Students correctly replied, “Up!” Mrs. Tanner managed to narrow students’ focus on the 
observation to help students realize the pitch direction from their natural to sharp action. 
Mrs. Tanner gave a quick demonstration of her left hand fingers sounding an ascending 
pitch by sliding her finger. Mrs. Tanner elaborated on the action of making a note sharp 
and its applicability to other notes. Mrs. Tanner told her students (similar to the first 
observed lesson), “Ladies and gentlemen, I just gave you the power to make any note 
sharp. Any natural, you can make sharp.”  
Mrs. Tanner then asked students to raise the pitch of their third finger and gave 
students an opportunity to practice independently. While students experiment with the 
raised pitch, Mrs. Tanner walked around the room to check accuracy. Afterwards, Mrs. 
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Tanner regrouped the class to play a sequence of ascending notes together for pitch 
accuracy. Mrs. Tanner then assigned the next excerpt to the class. Mrs. Tanner 
demonstrated the excerpt first and asked students to listen to the pitches. In between these 
excerpts, Mrs. Tanner gave short descriptions of proper finger placements in an effort to 
connect the music excerpt with the physical execution in performance. Humor was not 
lost throughout the lesson. Even when students played the new excerpt with issues, Mrs. 
Tanner eased any sense of awkwardness with quirky remarks. 
Mrs. Tanner asked her students to play each excerpt multiple times. The first time 
an excerpt was assigned, Mrs. Tanner performed with her students. For the second and 
third performance attempts, Mrs. Tanner did not play with her students. Mrs. Tanner 
listened attentively to her students and provided feedback.  
In the next segment, Mrs. Tanner used the chalkboard to discuss the theoretical 
concepts behind the A major key signature. Mrs. Tanner wrote a sentence on the board to 
help students remember the sequence of sharps used in Western music. Afterwards 
students read a new music excerpt from their Essential Elements text while identifying a 
new sharp note. In the last two excerpts, Mrs. Tanner asked students to each play the 
passage independently to do a “note checkup.” Students listened to each other play the 
passage and Mrs. Tanner asked students to give feedback. Students assessed each other in 
this case. Mrs. Tanner also provided additional feedback and included encouraging 
comments such as, “Your sharp note is too high you overachiever; just relax and bring it 
back down a bit. You have really good violin fingers, you just need to slide it slightly. 
Don’t be scared, be strong.” 
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Dialogues between Mrs. Tanner and her students in this second observation group 
were slightly different compared to the first lesson observation. This class was distinctly 
different and Mrs. Tanner changed the depth at which she taught concepts. By the end of 
the class, the same musical content was presented to these students as the first observed 
class. 
Self-Reflection 
Mrs. Tanner provided a video recorded self-reflection of her two sixth-grade 
violin and viola group lessons. She first stated that the level of the two groups was 
different and that she used a different approach to teach based on students’ levels. 
   The attitude I have to give the kids has to be different because I have to be real. 
I can’t pretend that it is going perfectly when it is not. Also, you can hear. You 
know the names of the kids who were struggling just by listening to the lesson. 
 
Mrs. Tanner provided a great deal of feedback to students as a group and as individuals. 
This reflection addressed the need to change pedagogical approach based on student 
performance levels. To make the lesson appropriate for her students, Mrs. Tanner 
purposefully told her students that sharp is a verb and something to be acted upon when 
playing music. Talking about sharps as an action was Mrs. Tanner’s way of educating 
students about self-agency. She said, “You have to do something, you can’t just know the 
notes. You actually have to walk the walk; you can’t just talk the talk.” Mrs. Tanner used 
this idiom in both of her group lessons.  
 Mrs. Tanner cited student ability a third time as a factor that dictated how often 
she would remind students about proper technique. She said, “Obviously even though it’s 
the same lesson [between the two shared clips], it goes very differently. If they [students] 
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don’t need reinforcement of what [the musical content] sounds like, I don’t do it as 
much.” The level of direct instruction varied once again due to student needs.  
Findings 
Research Question #1: What influences Mrs. Tanner’s orchestra classroom 
pedagogy? 
VSR interview responses. In Mrs. Tanner’s first interview, she spoke of time, 
class size, size of teaching space for group lessons, collaboration with colleagues to 
arrange group lessons, and school scheduling as having an impact on her ability to be a 
better teacher. She considered students’ prior knowledge, informal assessments of 
students within lessons, and her ability to be honest with students when building her 
lesson plan. Her teaching schedule required her to travel between three buildings on some 
days. Mrs. Tanner realized that she was teaching beyond her contractual time but chose 
not to grieve this in her district because in her experience, school districts have often 
suggested increasing the number of students in each pull-out lesson group. Mrs. Tanner’s 
current teaching space for group lessons is bare from wall to wall so she can fit eight 
violin students at most per session. Students were sitting with barely enough room to bow 
their instruments in the observed lessons. Increasing group lesson class size was not an 
option. Mrs. Tanner remarked, 
   Having lesson groups of 25 is not good for the kids. They [school district 
administrators] keep telling me that I’m going to lose one of the elementary [post] 
this coming year which will be good. I will be a better teacher for having a little 
more time. […] We are victims of our own success. 
 
Mrs. Tanner said having more space would allow her to move around when assessing 
students. Being able to sit or stand near a student also allowed students to hear her 
demonstrations better.  
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 When Mrs. Tanner spoke about time as a factor, she suggested time would give 
her more opportunities to work with students preparing for NYSSMA solo evaluations. 
Additional time during her school day schedule would also allow Mrs. Tanner to 
thoroughly plan her lessons and rehearsals.  
Another serious matter was her relationships with other classroom teachers. Mrs. 
Tanner’s orchestra students left other subject classes to attend instrument-specific group 
lessons. This is a common practice in many public-school orchestra programs in Mrs. 
Tanner’s region. Mrs. Tanner values her colleagues’ support. Teachers were always 
competing for student attendance and Mrs. Tanner understood that all educators struggled 
for teaching time. Mrs. Tanner highlighted the importance of maintaining good relations 
with her colleagues and advocated for her students’ music education and not for her job. 
Rather than talking about the limited amount of time she had with her students, she 
recommended sharing anecdotes of students and how their music engagement enriched 
students’ lives. 
Mrs. Tanner felt free and unrestricted in teaching with her own pedagogical 
approach. As she stated, “I’m in a pretty good world because they just let me teach. 
Nobody is coming in and saying, ‘Are you using this book?’ or ‘Why aren’t you doing 
that method?’ or ‘Why aren’t you playing at XYZ?’” 
 Mrs. Tanner made a final point about what influenced her teaching in the first 
interview.  
   This is going to sound stupid but I really love these kids; they are amazing 
people. I feel that too many teachers feel work is a burden. I’m not saying that 
you have to stay an hour after school, but you need to have a genuine care for 
these people and being human for these kids. I learned that in the city because 
those kids, they live close to the bone. You have to be real with those kids and 
you have no choice or they will tune you out. I think teachers doubt themselves 
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too much. I teach something one way and a kid doesn’t get it, I teach another way. 
If the kid still does not get it, this becomes exciting because it means I need to 
become a better teacher… More importantly, take responsibility. If the kid does 
not get it, it is my fault. I am there for them, they are not there for me. 
 
In-depth interview responses. Mrs. Tanner used a multidimensional (i.e., 
kinesthetic, aural, visual) teaching approach to help all modes of learners. Mrs. Tanner 
demonstrated, talked through musical concepts with students, and analyzed music 
notation with students to enhance perception of what they heard to what they saw. This 
approach, moving from sound to symbol, was influenced by her studies in an established 
college and music conservatory.  
 In our second formal interview, Mrs. Tanner cited observations of other 
educators, her colleagues, all-county festival orchestra conductors, professional music 
education conferences, and her colleagues around her county as having an impact in 
shaping her pedagogical approach. She said, 
   If I know they [other educators] are doing a specific book, whatever’s going on, 
I’ll try to use whatever’s around. I’ve gone to a lot of American String Teachers 
Association (ASTA) conferences so I’m sure I have stolen, I mean borrowed, a lot 
of ideas that I can’t properly credit because I just have used them too long now. 
But hey, if I see a good idea I will use it. I’m not proud [laughed]! It’s because 
you want to use what works. It’s what’s best for the kids. And I have observed a 
lot of colleagues. I’m in a very rich environment, in my county here. So I have 
definitely watched what other people do. It’s just gathering whatever I can and 
from any subject. When I taught in the city, I did a lot of observing other teachers 
and watching how a language teacher would handle the repetition. Because you 
have to repeat things so many times and keep that fresh. 
 
Research Question #2: How does Mrs. Tanner rationalize/justify her pedagogical 
choice? 
VSR interview responses. Both of Mrs. Tanner’s teaching clips of the music 
sharp concept were teacher driven. Mrs. Tanner was situated at the front of the room 
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giving instructions and procedures. When talking about her lesson footage, Mrs. Tanner 
stated, 
   This is the lesson where I give away the first bit of power. I teach them that they 
can make any note sharp. I’m giving them the idea that they can do it themselves 
and that they can figure things out. They don’t need me for everything and that is 
a really important concept for them. They don’t need the teacher to play it, they 
don’t need me to say it. Ostensibly, they are learning the A major scale. They are 
learning the actual physical necessity with the aural feedback of what a sharp 
does. 
 
Mrs. Tanner spoke of empowering students, a SC approach. However, while I observed 
what seemed to be TC practices in the grand scheme of Mrs. Tanner’s lesson, students 
were taking ownership of the content. Students were given just enough information to 
discover the key musical concept of the lesson.  
 Mrs. Tanner taught with humor as a way to ease any tension or confusion in the 
room. When asked about her humor, she responded with a similar jovial disposition:  
   You notice I make it a joke when we learned it all on the G string and then we 
go to the D string. I’ll say, “Oh no, this is so hard! What are we going to do?” 
And the kids are like “It’s the same thing!” So they look at me and they are like, 
“Why are you being so silly?” Because obviously… If they, heaven forbid, I were 
to teach the next string as if it is a new thing… I don’t know if anyone would do 
that. It makes them [students] better; it makes them more flexible, makes my job 
easier. 
 
Mrs. Tanner presented the musical concept and acted befuddled, encouraging students to 
independently apply newly learned concepts to alternate contexts. Mrs. Tanner asked her 
students to engage in singing, reading, and discussing note names because she found this 
more engaging than just playing because there was more thinking involved. As she put it, 
“I make them read that and listen. If you do not think C-sharp, it will not come out. It is 
one thing to know the rules; it’s a little different to follow them, to actually apply in real 
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time.” Mrs. Tanner reiterated the idea that newly learned musical concepts could be 
applied to a variety of contexts. 
 When asked about using other teaching approaches in the lesson she shared with 
me, Mrs. Tanner said she felt she could have done more ear training. The reason she did 
not fully commit to a common orchestra aural skills training (playing a pattern for 
students and having students play the pattern back) was because she tried teaching with a 
multisensory approach. 
It is visual, kinesthetic, and aural. I tried to hit everything as many times as 
possible. Reading the letter names, all that stuff because it takes reinforcing from 
every angle and kids are all different. Some of them, physical, once they got that, 
some kids have to see what it means on the page. The written, it’s so important. I 
try to cover it all. And then when somebody does not get it, I get in there and I 
move their finger. Whatever it takes.  
 
In-depth interview responses. Mrs. Tanner believes her pedagogical approach 
works and is efficient. She blended learning strategies she has observed other classroom 
teachers use (in both music and non-music disciplines) with her own. Mrs. Tanner 
recalled times when she left conferences (e.g., American String Teachers Association) 
and all-county festivals with renewed energy because she observed highly effective 
teaching approaches. Mrs. Tanner also utilized a multidimensional approach so she and 
her students remained engaged. Mrs. Tanner focused on technical skills during small 
group lessons and avoided working on concert repertoire. She said, “I know there are 
people who do orchestra music in lessons and I could not stand it. It would just be too 
boring; it’s too much of the same thing.” Mrs. Tanner also cited having fewer problems 
by taking a multidimensional approach.  
   If I’m already doing it in three different ways, then I’ll catch more people in the 
net and if those three ways don’t work, as we know, I’ll just come up with 




Mrs. Tanner explained that her approach worked and reiterated the point of making sure 
lessons and orchestra class was fun. 
   I try to make sure that whatever we’re doing is fun [laughed]. I have to be 
having fun so the kids will be having fun. And I guess because the great thing 
about teaching music, what you do has an immediate affirmation. What you hear, 
if you taught it well, you will hear that you taught it well because it’ll sound right. 
If you hear something funny you think, “I better redo that part.” I feel like that 
immediacy just encourages me to keep doing what works because if it didn’t 
work, I’m going to abandon that idea. 
 
Mrs. Tanner rationalized her continued use of her teaching approach because she was 
sensitive to the results of her work. Because Mrs. Tanner heard accurate performances 
from her students, she remained motivated to stay her course. When issues arose in 
student performances, her next decision was to address the issue. Mrs. Tanner continued 
her approach if students were successful but would adjust course if she felt adjustments 
were needed. 
Research Question #3: What influences Mrs. Tanner’s implementation of TC and/or 
SC instruction? 
VSR interview responses. Mrs. Tanner’s attitude enabled her SC approach. Mrs. 
Tanner’s instruction and delivery resembled teacher-centric direct instruction, but at the 
core of her teaching philosophy, she saw her role as providing the initial information 
needed for students to understand musical concepts. Mrs. Tanner’s student-centric 
facilitation came after the initial instruction delivery. Here is an account from Mrs. 
Tanner: 
   I have to feed them that first nugget and be like, “What does a sharp do? What 
do you hear, what is it doing?” Well it is getting higher, eventually we will get 
there. “How much higher?” Raises the note by one half step. Now you [students] 
can do it too anything. So, here’s the knowledge and you can now make any note 
sharp. C-sharp, you can now do. Now the open strings bother them, but they can 
figure it out. You should see them in there tell me about notes that they can make 
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sharp, I mean they think they are schooling me! It’s pretty funny, so just that idea 
that I can have knowledge and apply it to something and get more. Go onto 
YouTube or Google something and I want to play “Let it Go,” “But, oh, this note 
is sharp, oh it sounds wrong, it doesn’t sound like this song, there is a sharp, 
maybe I can do this with the finger,” and they got it. And as soon as I teach them 
flats, technically then they don’t need me anymore right? [laughed] 
 
 Unlike other educators observed in this study, when Mrs. Tanner played an 
excerpt with her students on her violin, she withdrew herself seconds after starting. Her 
students continued to play the remaining music excerpt. When asked about her playing 
involvement during music exercises, she said, “I’ll play as little as I can. Once there is 
something new, I will.” Mrs. Tanner believes her students need encouragement. She 
described how challenging it can be to combine and ask second year orchestra students to 
perform together in an ensemble. Her approach was to get students started, boost their 
confidence, and drop out once she heard successful harmony. Mrs. Tanner said, “I think 
there is a subliminal message to them.” Mrs. Tanner then recalled the following SC 
experience: 
   There are days that we’ve started and I don’t know, I wish I could tell you that I 
planned it, but I don’t. It happens organically. I was working and then there was 
five minutes left in the lesson and we finally got to something where they needed 
me to demonstrate. I was like whoa, I haven’t even taken out my violin yet. I was 
like, “You don’t even need me” and they were like, “That’s right!” This is 
awesome, let me show you this new thing, that is when you need me to show you. 
You know it is dual-purpose so that they know how good they are because I feel 
like that is half of my job; to make sure kids know that they know it already. 
Because they’re always doubting themselves. 
 
On one hand, Mrs. Tanner recognized when she was needed and when students were able 
to progress independently. Mrs. Tanner cited student confidence as a factor when 
teaching. She felt her role was to help students realize their musical independence and 
felt that students were always doubting themselves. Mrs. Tanner demonstrated and 
played along with her students when introducing new concepts.  
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Mrs. Tanner also spoke about students who were motivated differently. These 
were students who would go to YouTube or Google to explore music independently. Mrs. 
Tanner cited time as a factor that did not allow her to implement a more arduous learning 
process (e.g., asking students to independently research the function of sharps). 
In-depth interview responses. When asked directly if she felt her teaching 
approach was mainly TC, SC, or a combination of both, Mrs. Tanner replied, “It’s pretty 
darn teacher-centered.” However, Mrs. Tanner asked what I meant by student-centered. I 
told Mrs. Tanner:  
   Student-centered learning is when the interest of a lesson is coming from the 
students’ perspective. If the student is interested in learning x, y, or z, the educator 
becomes more of a facilitator where they provide resources and tools to aid 
students’ inquiry. 
 
Mrs. Tanner replied, that her TC/SC approach depended on the musical content and her 
assessment of relevance. Mrs. Tanner provided the following situation that exhibited a 
combination of TC and SC approach during her observed lesson (featured earlier): 
   Somebody talked about a flat and I said, “Well a flat is just the evil twin of a 
sharp. So what’s a flat? And they’re like, “Oh it goes in the other direction.” So 
we spent a little time doing flats and they’re like, “Cool!” And I was like, “Well 
now you got it, that’s all there is. Everything’s either flat, natural, or sharp. That’s 
everything.” And they are like, “Wow!” and then they asked, “Can you really 
make any note flat?” And we did that for a few minutes, but again that’s 
something they can understand in a five-minute or less, three-minute discussion. 
If it’s something that we can’t answer, it is teacher-centered. 
 
Mrs. Tanner engaged in a brief discussion with her students about flats and gave her 
students opportunities to experiment with flats. She believed that if the content involved, 
“something that we can’t answer,” a question that she and her students were unable to 
collaborate towards understanding, she would provide direct instruction. 
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 Mrs. Tanner provided opportunities for her students to assess each other and held 
discussions. Mrs. Tanner spoke of a time when student discussions were not as effective 
because one of her student lesson groups had overly polite students. 
   It doesn’t work because they’re not willing to say anything but positive things to 
each other. I have that one group in the school where I did the videos where 
they’re so supportive of each other it’s almost like, “Could you dial that back?” 
[A student said], “Man, you were really close to playing that natural.” I was like, 
“No, she played a sharp!” [Student replied], “Yeah but she moved her finger just a 
little…” [Mrs. Tanner replied], “No, she didn’t!” [laughed]  
 
Mrs. Tanner spoke of another SC moment that was possible because students had enough 
content and performance knowledge to assist other students. That made her SC approach 
possible: 
   With the older groups, I have definitely done that where I had peer teaching 
because you know if I have a real big group and I have literally half the kids have 
it [content & performance knowledge] and half the kids who don’t, I will say, 
“Okay, you got it, your assignment is to teach him how to do it.” And they do 
listen to each other differently than they listen to me because if someone’s sitting 
there next to you who learned it with you, knows it, it’s like maybe not as 
intimidating. You know because that person is just a little ahead of you and just 
gets this one thing and they do do that in other classes, too. They have group 
projects. 
 
The last segment in Mrs. Tanner’s anecdote mentioned group projects in other 
disciplines. Because Mrs. Tanner knew students were working in similar SC frameworks 
in other classes, that aided her SC approaches in orchestra.  
 Because Mrs. Tanner mentioned, “older groups,” I asked if age had any impact on 
her ability to implement SC approaches. She said, 
   Some of it is about [student] confidence, some of it is experience, and some of it 
is just time. You know I only have sixth and fifth graders for 30 minutes so I 
always feel like you know push to get everything I can in there so I don’t break 





Mrs. Tanner referenced student confidence, experience, and time as having an influence 
on her SC approach. In addition to these elements, Mrs. Tanner mentioned that because 
she and I were having this discussion, she thought of implementing more SC peer 
learning activities.  
 When asked about why she did not implement such SC activities, Mrs. Tanner 
said, “Part of it is that we are creatures of habit. And I can’t say I’ve seen a lot of that. I 
can say that a lot of other teachers have shown me that.” Mrs. Tanner saw greater 
possibilities in implementing SC activities when researching composers for example. 
However, she cited a difference in learning to play an instrument. Mrs. Tanner elaborated 
on her habit and exposure to SC approaches. 
   I really do drive that [TC approach] and I think that maybe habit. I mean like I 
said, because you asked me this question, I’ll do an inventory and figure out 
whether that would be really helpful. Maybe I’ll try it a little bit. And like I said, 
nobody said that to me in years so I hadn’t thought of it. So I’m always willing to 
try something new. Why not? 
 
Mrs. Tanner is a veteran music educator with nearly three decades of teaching experience 
at the time of this study. Her reflection here resembled Allsup’s (2015) discussion of 
music teacher quality and the problem of routine expertise. The difference is that Mrs. 
Tanner is willing to try new approaches. Throughout our conversation, she did not 
describe herself as someone who taught with SC approaches with the direct purpose of 
democratizing her class. Her goal was to use approaches that achieved positive, fulfilling, 
student, and educator music engagement.  
 Mrs. Tanner then provided reasons why she decided to use TC approaches. She 
said, 
   They [students] learn very quickly with me and I’m not trying to blow my own 
horn or anything but I am very efficient. Well the other reason is because my kids 
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are busy. Maybe not as much in fifth grade, but by the time they are in middle 
school, they have so many…not all of them but say 70% are taking a lot of honors 
classes, they are in dance, they are in soccer. I need to teach efficiently and this is 
the other thing I haven’t really talked about much, but I teach them to practice… I 
do however know how to analyze things, cut things up and practice them and as 
much as I can, I passed that analysis/skill on to them. 
 
Because students have limited time outside of school, Mrs. Tanner tried to teach 
efficiently. Mrs. Tanner used analogies with her students to guide her students in musical 
analysis. As a result, Mrs. Tanner’s students also exhibited a degree of learning 
autonomy. This was captured and observed in Mrs. Tanner’s lessons.  
 Mrs. Tanner first learned of SC approaches in college and have observed 
progressive approaches in more private-school settings. Mrs. Tanner believes SC 
approaches are less common in public-schools because of standardized testing. However, 
Mrs. Tanner then referred to parenting as an approach: 
   You see what your child likes and you support that. Whatever it is. If I were a 
math teacher, I would be much less worried about student-centered learning. If 
you’re doing I don’t know, I guess if you’re an English or social studies teacher, I 
think you might have more freedom with that. Students can choose topics and so 
forth and you know kids always have to do presentations. That is where I’ve 
heard of it more. 
 
Mrs. Tanner suggested that subject and content presents various opportunities for 
educators to implement SC approaches.  
 Mrs. Tanner said that she was responsible for preparing her students for high 
school orchestra so there was a certain level of expectation of what students will be able 
to do and perform upon graduating middle school. She said, “I’m accountable to my 
colleagues you know. If I spent ten weeks doing fiddling and they get to the high school 
and they only know two two-octave scales, I’m probably going to hear about that.” 
Furthermore, Mrs. Tanner said, 
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   I don’t feel like they’re missing anything by my not doing that [student-centered 
teaching]. And now that I’m thinking about it more, if I had more time, there are 
other things I would go to rather than more student-centered learning. 
 
Mrs. Tanner did not teach for the sake of championing the idea of SC teaching. The last 
remark showed Mrs. Tanner’s interest in seeking teaching approaches other than SC 
approaches. Mrs. Tanner was not necessarily avoiding SC approaches. Mrs. Tanner had 
an interest in approaches she felt were helpful to her students.  
 Mrs. Tanner concluded her thoughts with insight on what works and how teachers 
can become better educators. Mrs. Tanner did not focus on SC teaching approaches 
because she was more concerned with making sure her students had positive orchestral 
experiences. Mrs. Tanner would utilize any means to help her students understand the 
musical content. Exposure to other educators (i.e., observing others teach, rehearse, 
conduct; attending professional conferences; speaking with other educators) were 
important steps to becoming better educators. Mrs. Tanner said, 
   I’m in my own little bubble and you really do end up in a bubble. Which is 
another thing. We should be able to watch each other more. I feel like when I go 
to all-county and I get to watch that conductor and see what that person does I’m 
like, “I’m stealing that! Oh that’s good!” You know, whatever it is. So we don’t, 
we don’t. That was something I did in the city that taught me a lot. I grew a lot by 
watching colleagues and I wish we had more of that. You know because what 
you’re doing is kind of that isn’t it? Just getting a chance to chat. Find out what 
people are doing. 
 
Connecting with other educators helped Mrs. Tanner grow professionally. Isolation in 
what Mrs. Tanner called, “a bubble” did not offer the same level of professional dialogue 
and growth. Mrs. Tanner and I agreed that having these interviews and discussions 
prompted us to reflect and generate teaching approaches that are otherwise unfamiliar to 
our regular routine.  
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Orchestra Educator: Ms. Nina Shaw 
 Ms. Shaw (Educator Nine survey respondent) began learning cello at the age of 
five. Ms. Shaw did not always enjoy playing cello, especially during her middle school 
years, but she found her calling to music in high school. Ms. Shaw found inspiration to 
pursue music as a career after a, “crystallizing” experience in a summer music program 
while in high school. She later asked, “How do I give this back to other people?” Ms. 
Shaw comes from a family of educators so she knew there were music education tracks 
(e.g., band, chorus, general music, orchestra, and music theory). Ms. Shaw felt she had a 
robust music education herself. She attended prominent summer music camps in grade 
school, attended many young people’s concerts, and toured as the cellist in her family 
string quartet. Ms. Shaw enrolled in college pursuing a dual major in music education and 
performance. She thought of only focusing on performance at one point. The two major 
tracks, in Ms. Shaw’s view, “helped and challenged each other.” Ms. Shaw believed the 
knowledge and skills gained from performance and education courses would complement 
one another in the long run. After graduating college, Ms. Shaw was accepted into 
multiple Ph.D. programs for musicology. She declined to enroll in any Ph.D. programs 
after substituting as an orchestra teacher. While substituting, Ms. Shaw was informed of a 
vacant orchestra teaching post. Ms. Shaw recalled someone telling her, “You would be a 
fool not to take the position.”  
Since then, Ms. Shaw has been teaching orchestra for the past 11 years. Ms. Shaw 
currently teaches sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade orchestra in a suburban school district 
in New York State. The following demographic information are approximations. Two-
thirds of the student population are White and a fifth are Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other 
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Pacific Islander. Nearly a tenth of the student population are Hispanic or Latino. And 
nearly a tenth of the remaining student population are African American or Multiracial. 
Information about economically disadvantaged students was unavailable.  
There are approximately 200 to 210 students in Ms. Shaw’s orchestra program. 
Students attend, “orchestra class” every other day in sections of 15 to 40 students 
(depending on students’ school grade level and class schedule). Ms. Shaw’s middle 
school does not allow students to leave one class to attend instrumental group lessons. 
Other educators showcased in this study teach in school districts that allow students to 
leave one class to attend instrumental group lessons. These instrumental group lessons 
are also known as, “pull-out lessons.” It is important to note that the elementary schools 
in Ms. Shaw’s school district have pull-out instrumental group lessons. Ms. Shaw 
believes her school district is very academically driven. Orchestra class is comprised of 
any number of students and a mixture of instrumentation. Ms. Shaw holds rehearsals 
before the school day with her entire grade level ensembles three months ahead of their 
winter and spring concerts. There is an extracurricular group comprised of seventh- and 
eighth-grade students called, “extra strings.” Ms. Shaw’s predecessor created the group. 
Extra strings is a student-led ensemble where students conduct one another in 
performance.  
Orchestra students in Ms. Shaw’s program perform in a winter and a spring 
concert. Students have the opportunity to perform in NYSSMA solo evaluation, but Ms. 
Shaw’s school district has chosen not to perform in NYSSMA majors (ensemble) 
assessment. Her district is unconvinced of how a numeric rating can provide a concrete 
evaluation of students’ musical experiences. Attending NYSSMA majors will also result 
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in students’ absence from a day of academic classes. Students have the opportunity to 
attend all-county and all-district ensembles by invitation. Sixth-grade students perform a 
recruitment concert for the fifth-grade class during the fifth-grade middle school 
orientation. Middle school begins with sixth-grade in Ms. Shaw’s school district. Extra 
strings also attend an annual theme park music ensemble festival. 
Document Review: Lesson Plan 
 Ms. Shaw shared two documents with me as part of her lesson plan. The first 
document listed the following items: 
Record two of these sections 
Queen (7-20)    Romanza (Beginning-B)    Allegro (D-F) 
 
The second document contained a message Ms. Shaw posted on her classroom board on 
the day of the recorded lesson. The posting read “Welcome!” at the top followed by a list 
of student names (arranged in groups of four to six students) with pre-designated 
locations. Locations included the orchestra room and other rooms and spaces. “Record 
two of these sections” was also written. The following instruction was listed on the board 
in bold font: “Your group will record two of these sections for a grade today. Scores will 
be based on: Three areas to focus on: Notes, bowings, rhythms.”  
Document Review: Portfolio 
 Ms. Shaw provided her teaching portfolio to showcase her teaching as it related to 
her pedagogical influences, rationale, and TC/SC approaches. The portfolio functioned as 
a collection of artifacts that captured Ms. Shaw’s teaching in general. Several overarching 
themes were highlighted (e.g., community, collaboration, and growth). Ms. Shaw wrote 
extensively about learning in collaboration with her students, with the main goal and 
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purpose of helping students realize their own aspirations. Music content was referenced 
as a vehicle to explore artistic and creative experiences.  
 Ms. Shaw considered curriculum, musical repertoire, instrument technique 
exercises, and student activities in her lesson planning. Reflective practice was 
implemented through journaling to help plan subsequent lessons. Ms. Shaw also 
generated and distributed student surveys to learn about her students’ interests and needs. 
Ms. Shaw joins her students in the survey process so they can have an open dialogue 
about their orchestra program. Several independent student projects were featured in Ms. 
Shaw’s portfolio to showcase students’ instrument practice outside of school. 
Suggestions on how to practice were purposefully created to engage music interaction in 
various modes.  
 Ms. Shaw’s portfolio and observed teaching videos (discussed in the following 
section) featured students in semi-circles, full-circles, rows, and traditional orchestra 
section formation. Ms. Shaw’s portfolio listed standard orchestral seating arrangement as 
the formation most frequently used. However, Ms. Shaw’s seating arrangement does not 
remain static even in the standard orchestra arrangement. Ms. Shaw wrote about 
arranging orchestra to be more musical and equitable so students could hear each other 
more effectively and experience orchestra from different areas in the rehearsal space.  
 Ms. Shaw’s portfolio listed several pedagogical approaches. They were as 
follows: 
(a) Direct delivery of information 
(b) Demonstration 
(c) Asking questions & dialogue 
(d) Self-assessment/reflection 
(e) Physical cues 
(f) Flipped learning 
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(g) Multi-modal learning (notated, aural, etc.) 
 
In regard to direct delivery of information, Ms. Shaw wrote, 
   Direct delivery of information is the most basic form of my teaching. Teacher 
talk is sometimes necessary, but I limit it as much as possible. I’ll help students 
define a task, provide feedback about what is going well, and what can be 
improved. I may also introduce new concepts. 
 
Ms. Shaw cited three forms of questioning techniques she used with her students: 
open, guided, and closed. Open questions probe for responses that do not necessarily 
have correct answers. Guided questions prompt students to think and arrive to their 
response. Closed questions are used to elicit specific responses from students. Closed 
questions can be characterized as less engaging for students because responses often 
require less creativity or student’s personal input. 
 Ms. Shaw noted the use of her instrument during lessons to provide 
demonstrations. When she is not conducting, Ms. Shaw wrote, “I often ask for student 
demonstrators to get the class going. I encourage students to take the opportunity to 
perform something for the class and receive comments.” Ms. Shaw provided an example 
on implementing SC informal assessments by asking students to listen/evaluate other 
instrumental sections during rehearsals and offer simple feedback (e.g., having students 
raise their hands and give ratings with fingers).  
 Another one of Ms. Shaw’s approach was her application of the flipped 
classroom. Flipped classroom is the idea of reversing traditional education practices to 
arrive to similar learning outcomes. Ms. Shaw was inspired by other educators on 
YouTube. Students explore performance using non-traditional techniques such as, 
• Play a scale standing up on one foot. 
• Play a scale holding your instrument on the opposite side, including the bow. 
• Play a scale with only one finger.  
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• Play a scale with your stand partner playing the left hand and you doing 
everything else. Then switch. 
 
Ms. Shaw proposed asking students to be creative and generate ways to “mix it up.” 
Document Review: Curricular Goals 
Ms. Shaw’s middle school orchestra program curricular goals (see Appendix M) 
contained a list of musical competencies that sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade students 
are expected to demonstrate upon completing the school year. Each grade referenced 
gaining or improving skills necessary to learn and play music; performing in various time 
signatures; conducting and performing within listed beat patterns; performing at certain 
NYSSMA levels; exploring Western classical and various music genres; and engaging in 
musical discussions. There were no indications of teacher or student-led goals. 
Curriculum often dictates content knowledge and standards students will experience, but 
not the process undertaken by educators to meet curricular goals.  
Observed Teaching Approach 
Ms. Shaw shared 39 video clips of her seventh- and eighth-grade orchestra 
students performing various musical excerpts. Video clips ranged from ten seconds to 
three minutes and fifteen seconds in length. Some footage captured Ms. Shaw 
walking/observing students in the background, assisting with video recording from the 
side, or completely out of view. Several video clips clearly showed students operating the 
recording equipment and engaged with the music without Ms. Shaw present. Of the 39 
video clips, Ms. Shaw appeared in three clips, and Ms. Shaw’s voice was only present in 
two of the videos. The majority of these recordings featured the following sequence of 
events: (a) one student walking away from the camera after initiating the video record 
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function; (b) one student counting a steady beat to cue/initiate performance; (c) students 
performing a musical excerpt in collaboration with other students (in pairs or in groups of 
up to nine students); and (d) one student stopping the video recording function. In the two 
instances where Ms. Shaw spoke, she quietly informed students passing by of a video 
recording session taking place. In the third video clip where Ms. Shaw appeared, she 
supervised the recording group from a distance for a few seconds before moving into 
another room/space. 
 These video clips featured students performing in several locations. Students 
performed their excerpts in the orchestra rehearsal room, instrument storage room, 
hallway, auditorium stage, or behind the auditorium stage. Students performed one to two 
phrases of a musical piece. In general, students exhibited cheerful dispositions, active 
participation and musical engagement, and harmonious collaboration. In some of the 
footage, sounds of another group collaboration were present. This suggests that all 
students in Ms. Shaw’s lesson were engaged in a similar recording activity 
simultaneously and in separate or shared spaces.  
 Nearly all recordings featured one specific instrumentation (e.g., only violins, or 
only violas). Six videos featured a mixture of string basses and cellos performing 
together. Students were standing or seated in various arrangements to one another. Some 
groups feature students in semi-circles, straight rows sitting side-by-side, a complete 
circle facing one-another, or in orchestra section formation. Students performed musical 
passages in unison with the exception of the mixed bass and cello groups. Students’ 
instrumental performance abilities were closely matched in some videos while other 
videos featured wider ranges of students’ performance abilities. 
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Ms. Shaw shared one more video clip of 20 students in an orchestra ensemble. 
This one-minute clip featured students performing a musical piece from the middle to the 
end. Ms. Shaw counted a steady beat in the beginning to cue/initiate student performance. 
The camera panned from one side of the orchestra to the other. Students performed with 
rhythmic and tonal accuracy. Ms. Shaw was not visible in the footage as she was 
operating the video recording device. 
Self-Reflection 1 
Ms. Shaw provided two voice recorded self-reflections based on the video clips 
she shared with me. She first addressed her lesson plan format. The lesson plan 
(discussed earlier) was an outline of that day’s lesson activity for students. Her plans, as 
she put it, “Played out rather longer than one week. So, I’ve been producing a weekly 
outline for students instead of a daily outline.” Doing so allowed Ms. Shaw to keep track 
of the entire week’s activity due to her students’ every other day orchestra rehearsal 
schedule. The recordings of students working in small groups were referred to as, 
“sectionals.” Sectionals were not mentioned by Ms. Shaw in any of her recordings or 
documents prior to submitting her self-reflection. This format of student group sectionals 
was used by Ms. Shaw’s predecessor and Ms. Shaw had implemented a similar activity 
many times in other school districts. 
As the message board indicated to students, the focus for students was music 
notes, bowing, and rhythmic accuracy in the music they were exploring. Students also did 
other technique building work in other music text supplements which was not featured in 
the recordings. Ms. Shaw felt it was important to highlight this fact because the video 
recording segment was only one of several activities planned that day. 
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Ms. Shaw said that sectionals were carefully planned and was used as a way to 
assess students. However, a larger machination guided Ms. Shaw’s planning when it 
came to her teaching approach. This was her explanation: 
   There are the issues of safety, trust, and the stakes are rather high for me as a 
new employee if something does not go quite well. So except for that last part, I 
did explain it to the students that this [sectionals] is kind of like an audition for me 
to trust them. That sectionals are great and that my philosophy is that. I think 
sometimes they [students] can learn better and more from each other than just 
kind of sitting and waiting for each other to get it in class. And that might be true 
sometimes, at other times I want them to sit through it… So that was one of the 
first times, maybe the second or third time that we had done sectionals. 
 
Ms. Shaw was an untenured teacher in her school district at the time of the study. 
Ms. Shaw earned tenure in her previous orchestra teaching post. Sectionals in Ms. Shaw’s 
school was an activity where several middle school students were situated in separate 
spaces to learn with periodic teacher supervision. In the end, Ms. Shaw reflected on the 
benefits of student-led learning and also recognized the benefits of having all students 
rehearse as an ensemble together.  
 The assessment component was, “informal,” as Ms. Shaw put it. The assignment 
itself was used as a part of students’ daily effort and cooperation grade. Ms. Shaw was 
pleased to see her students on task as she walked from one student group space to 
another. The recordings also allowed her to assess students in small groups. Ms. Shaw 
reviewed students’ recordings outside of orchestra class time. This enabled Ms. Shaw to 
provide individual feedback to students through an online digital gradebook with targeted 
comments on improving musicianship. Ms. Shaw felt providing assessments this way 
would allow students to further reflect on their own progress. 
 Ms. Shaw listed several subsequent lesson permutations. Ms. Shaw would try to 
supply students with additional resources (e.g., a metronome), speak with students to 
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arrange their playing formation so everyone is more visible in the video recording, or 
have several rounds of mixed instrumentation groups or rotating instrumentations among 
groups. However, Ms. Shaw stopped short to say, 
   My experience tells me that the more changing you do in a class, the less that 
can actually be accomplished because they’re [students] just focused on the 
logistics of, “Wait, what do we do?” So that’ll require some prep maybe even into 
next year. I don’t know if I’ll do that now. 
 
 Ms. Shaw reiterated that the vast majority of students were engaged. She noticed 
that some students took leadership or peer tutoring roles. Ms. Shaw said that she 
answered students’ questions and provided demonstrations as feedback. Later in Ms. 
Shaw’s reflection, more was revealed about the lesson’s activities. Ms. Shaw asked 
students to practice as a group for her before making their recording. This provided Ms. 
Shaw with a baseline of students’ performance. But more importantly, Ms. Shaw said she 
used pre-recording comments to prompt students’ thinking/focus. She said to her 
students, “Okay, good job on your own. Here’s what I think you can do before you make 
your video… [provides students with feedback]. Make sure that I see that done in the 
video when you do it.” 
Self-Reflection 2 
 Ms. Shaw provided a second reflection to the video recordings with variations on 
how she might adjust the lesson activity. She said, 
   In addition to the mixed groups, which would be instead of a video or possibly 
in addition to the video, students would come back and perform for one another 
and do rounds of comments and criticisms of each other and then groups could 
actually talk about the process. This way, we could learn about the process of 
doing sectionals as well. Another variation might be that the students all come 
together and we can add two groups together to play it or we can just do it as an 
ensemble together. Something like that. I’ve done that before in my former 




Ms. Shaw cited her successful past experiences as guides to enhance students’ group 
experiences. The teaching variations Ms. Shaw described above focused on students 
engaging in assessment and dialogue about their performance. The school music 
ensemble component was still very much intact within the approach listed above. 
Findings 
Research Question #1: What influences Ms. Shaw’s orchestra classroom pedagogy? 
VSR interview responses. Ms. Shaw referenced several factors influencing her 
pedagogy. The first and foremost were her students and the trust built between her and 
her students. Ms. Shaw was driven by her desire for students to work independently, 
cooperatively, and productively. Subsequent lessons were generated based on her 
assessments and observation of students’ performance in previous lessons. Ms. Shaw 
briefly mentioned time management and curriculum. She recognized the fundamental 
alignment of content, repertoire, and lesson activities with the school orchestra 
curriculum. Ms. Shaw also moved through music repertoire in sequence (i.e., learning 
notes, bowings, and rhythms before refining dynamics and articulations). Being a new 
untenured teacher in a school system also influenced her teaching approach. 
Ms. Shaw was recently hired by her school district at the time of this study. Ms. 
Shaw found herself making adjustments to her teaching. For example, Ms. Shaw said, 
   This has been challenging for me as someone who grew up in a pullout lesson 
paradigm and then who has always taught in a pullout lesson paradigm to figure 
out, how do you teach everybody, those who are super advanced and those who 
are not in a so called lesson paradigm that we have in my current school district 
where it’s a larger class and always mixed instrumentation? 
 
Ms. Shaw found some of her students capable of performing all of the orchestra music 
content while others were, “extraordinarily unmotivated.” She noted that students with 
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such varying abilities were mixed together in orchestra class. So, she utilized cooperative 
learning to address students’ wide ranging skill sets. 
In comparing her previous teaching post to her current post, Ms. Shaw felt that 
she incorporated more music activities and student events in her previous school district. 
Although she felt there was still much to learn in a new district, she felt there was a lot 
more that can be added to enhance her current students’ music experience. 
In-depth interview responses. When asked about her orchestra pedagogy, Ms. 
Shaw described how she conceptualized orchestra. She said, “[Orchestra] would be both 
on some ends of rehearsal paradigm, but on other ends [at times].” Ms. Shaw viewed 
orchestra as, “classroom music with string instruments.” She further elaborated: 
   I think my pedagogy is part classical in its approach to orchestra but also 
wrestling with that classical tradition and constantly trying to achieve both the 
same results of the classical orchestra experience but also different results. That’s 
where the classroom instrument exploration comes in. And so I would say out-of-
the-box. 
 
Based on the description, Ms. Shaw’s pedagogy was influenced by her idea of what 
orchestra entails. Ms. Shaw’s idea of viewing orchestra as a music class with string 
instruments suggest orchestra was not only a time for performing repertoire but 
discovering musical content that might have otherwise been overlooked if she just 
rehearsed repertoire. At the onset of the quote above, Ms. Shaw used the words “other 
ends” when comparing traditional rehearsal to non-traditional rehearsal. Her following 
remarks conveyed a wider, more complex pedagogical stance that straddles one or many 
continuum: 
   [My pedagogy is] very thoughtful at times, very teacher-centered at times, very 
student-centered at times, very authoritative at times, very freewheeling and 
students can take the lead in multiple directions. So I think I have a hard time 
  
212 
really pigeonholing myself into one of those terms because I think it’s in and out 
of, into and out of them, within them, in between them. 
 
Throughout our in-depth interview, Ms. Shaw referenced (without my prompting) various 
contexts and situations in which she had implemented certain pedagogical approach.  
 Ms. Shaw cited certain colleagues throughout the course of her career as having 
influenced her pedagogy. Ms. Shaw also mentioned colleagues she has observed whom 
she would not emulate because she saw less effective teaching approaches. Colleagues of 
Ms. Shaw’s include music educators she currently works with, graduate school mentors, 
her peers in higher education, people she worked with in other school districts, and 
educators she has collaborated with on research projects. Ms. Shaw maintained these 
relationships and continues to build new relationships through social media because she 
is inspired by wonderful possibilities. In addition to artists referenced from YouTube, 
Ms. Shaw also collaborated with local artists. Ms. Shaw recounted observing a colleague 
who asked students to compose and improvise in small groups. There was musical 
ingenuity in the class she observed that convinced Ms. Shaw of balance in learning 
through traditional orchestra structures and “music class with string instruments.” Ms. 
Shaw then offered an example of how she explored improvisation: 
   “It doesn’t need to sound like the blues to me if you want to,” I said to my 
students. “Use the progression but let’s say make it outside of the jazz idiom, add 
some percussion on your instruments or a kind of beat. Add a piano, add a string 
instrument, add a little percussion beatboxing, you can.” And so just call that an 
influence and that’s more of an example of the class with string instruments 
contra maybe a traditional orchestra and I would say in terms of value and time, I 
actually spend more of my time in rehearsal but that doesn’t mean it’s without 
that kind of exploration. 
 
Certain theoretical and peripheral scholarship also influenced Ms. Shaw’s pedagogy. 
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Research Question #2: How does Ms. Shaw rationalize/justify her pedagogical 
choice? 
VSR interview responses. Ms. Shaw revisited a point made earlier in her self-
reflection of how she chose to teach using cooperative learning structures. Ms. Shaw 
moved between TC and SC approaches. This was a critical time for her, being a new 
educator in a school district. Ms. Shaw has had success working with her students in her 
previous school district, having built rapport with students over many years. Cooperative 
learning was necessary in Ms. Shaw’s case because the absence of pull-out lessons did 
not allow her to group students by instrumentation, music performance abilities, and 
quickly build rapport. Learning cooperatively and independently was one of many 
approaches that Ms. Shaw used to address mixed instrument lessons as well as fostering 
student dialogue. According to Ms. Shaw, cooperative learning existed among students to 
a certain degree. At the same time, Ms. Shaw was trying to create and maintain a similar 
cooperative learning dynamic between her students and herself. 
 In a conversation outside of our VSR and in-depth interviews, Ms. Shaw 
mentioned the importance of setting boundaries for students as their new teacher so 
students would understand her expectations. There were certain levels of autonomy Ms. 
Shaw gave to her students based on her students’ actions. There were times when she 
taught with a lot of structure to help students maintain learning momentum. 
 On the other hand, Ms. Shaw felt using SC approaches created positive morale 
among students. Sectionals was an activity that orchestra students experienced with their 
previous teacher before Ms. Shaw became their teacher. Ms. Shaw said, 
   I feel like in order to kind of counter the idea that they’re being oppressed, I 
wanted to give them the freedom, that I now could admit that I trust them with. 
But could admit to trusting them with that the first concert cycle. So everything is 
just brand new between me and them. So I think it’s very important that they feel 
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that trust. I also feel it’s very important that they know that it’s… I’m not going to 
say my class, I’m not going to say their class, but I’ll say our class together. To 
me, that’s a really important thing and so the pedagogical approach to establishing 
just that core, “This is a we thing. We are an ensemble. You are allowed to share 
your knowledge; in fact you’re encouraged to share your knowledge.” This is a 
theme in our district and department, sharing knowledge. 
 
Ms. Shaw saw the orchestra program as a shared experience between her and her 
students. Trust was important to Ms. Shaw so her current approach was to incorporate her 
school’s established norms and meet students in an amicable and productive space. 
Ms. Shaw felt her pedagogy was consistent with her department and school 
district’s mission of sharing knowledge and collaborative learning. Ms. Shaw believes 
that students can learn more independently and with each other compared to just listening 
to her. Ms. Shaw gave the following example: 
   [If I said,] “No, you’re not doing that right, it’s out of tune.” I mean if I say that 
comment directly to a kid, it means something probably a little bit more intense 
than if one friend says to another, “No, it’s not right, it’s out of tune. Let’s do it 
again.” That’s the kind of learning I want them to establish with each other. 
 
Direct-instruction was also necessary according to Ms. Shaw. She said, “The rest 
of the class might be bored when [I am working with another section], but that process of 
being involved or learning while other people are making a sound is very important too.” 
Ms. Shaw added, 
   Some days we’re going to play through everything. Some days, it’s just going to 
be drill, drill, drill. Some days it’s going to be half the class is playing or we’ll 
play for half the class and then we’ll write things in. We do things like read aloud 
if we have to [bring context to music].  
 
Ms. Shaw then spoke about times when she incorporated SC learning to bring about 
variety in her lessons. 
   I do a lot of stand partner activities, just a ton. I do a lot of student 
demonstrations. I do a lot of student questions where I ask questions or I’ll ask the 
class, “I want you to ask questions today, but I’m not going to answer them. I 
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want each of you to answer each other’s questions.” So it’s not just a stand partner 
thing; that’s the whole class thing. 
 
Stand partner activities and class questions were SC activities Ms. Shaw used in 
preparation for their sectionals activity. Ms. Shaw felt sectionals also afforded students 
more opportunities to provide feedback to one-another. Eventually, the framework would 
lead to Ms. Shaw’s next phase, as she put it, 
   You [students] can now learn [things] on your own. I’m here if you need me. 
We’ll do this in other classes. Stand partner activities don’t need to be happening 
in this class, there will be other times for those. Let’s see if we can get the section 
program up and running. 
 
Ms. Shaw is dedicated to student autonomy. Part of fostering student autonomy was 
prompting students to manage their own musical engagement time wisely and increasing 
self-awareness in performance (e.g., self-assessment, receiving feedback). Ms. Shaw used 
an online gradebook to provide comments on assignments to students. Students can log 
into their account to see their teachers’ comments and grades. Ms. Shaw found it difficult 
to verify whether or not her students logged into their accounts and checked her 
feedback. 
In-depth interview responses. Ms. Shaw continues to use her current 
pedagogical approach because, as she said, 
   It’s intellectually stimulating for me and I think it’s intellectually stimulating for 
my students. And I’ve seen it challenge them on multiple levels and to be frank, 
I’m a little bored with traditional orchestra and tired of a lot of the problems that I 
see in the infrastructure of it. 
 
When speaking about infrastructure, Ms. Shaw spoke of the social and hierarchical 
structure in the traditional orchestra model. Ms. Shaw recognized orchestra as what she 
called, “one of the most amazing human constructed social pieces of art and the ways of 
making music together.” However, she followed the statement with, “I don’t enjoy 
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putting students through the process of, let’s do it this way every time and this is all it can 
be.” Ms. Shaw spoke of using an, “out-of-the-box” approach to bring variety into 
situations that can seem mundane after much repetition and routine. Ms. Shaw listed 
some common orchestra ensemble rehearsal routines and further explained why she 
wanted to use an out-of-the-box approach. She said, “I don’t want to overwhelm the kids. 
I’m new and I think that change comes from the inside; I don’t want to change 
everything.” 
Ms. Shaw mentioned that being a new teacher had an effect on her pedagogical 
rationale. Ms. Shaw said that she has kept many of the activities and assessments her 
predecessor implemented to help maintain a level of continuity for the students while 
slowly introducing new/unfamiliar activities to students. Ms. Shaw admitted that she 
cannot definitively state that her teaching approach, “works” and that’s why she chose 
her approach; she believes students, learning contexts, and content present anomalies. 
Such anomalies require educators to be creative in addressing student needs and learning 
objectives. Ms. Shaw believes everyone learns differently. 
Research Question #3: What influences Ms. Shaw’s implementation of TC and/or 
SC instruction? 
VSR interview responses. As a new teacher in a school district and an 
experienced educator, Ms. Shaw was sensitive to levels of student autonomy and safety 
when implementing SC approaches. Ms. Shaw reflected and contemplated on how to 
balance student productivity, musical engagement, assessment, and most of all, safety. 
Ms. Shaw mentioned in her reflection that sectionals was part of a trust building process. 
She said, “I wanted to know that we could start to loosen the reins of control a little bit.” 
In regard to being a new teacher, she said, 
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   I think [it is] risky to run a sectional like that where you can’t see everybody 
and some of those kids have health problems. Some of those kids have IEPs and 
504s [state mandated student learning accommodations]. You know that trust as a 
goal that, “okay everybody we’re going to be splitting into these locations.” The 
first sectional is, “okay everybody we’re all in the orchestra room right now. 
What happens if there’s an emergency and then you are in your sectional? Where 
do we go? What do we do? Okay so moving on from that. If somebody is hurt, if 
somebody has to go to the bathroom, if a fire alarm goes off, they’re going to 
lockdown, what do we do? And this is what I need to make sure we have. This 
trust and so each sectional after that I remind them that this is the next step in 
their audition to make sure that this can work. 
 
Ms. Shaw mentioned audition. The audition in the case was Ms. Shaw’s way of assessing 
students’ trustworthiness towards more autonomous orchestra activities in the future. Ms. 
Shaw was aware of several scenarios that can happen and she prepared her students ahead 
of SC activities.  
As Ms. Shaw spoke more about assessments for her sectional activity, she brought 
up several variations on how she might assess students in subsequent lessons. It seemed 
Ms. Shaw was generating ideas as we spoke, which further highlighted Ms. Shaw’s 
commitment towards SC learning. Conversely, Ms. Shaw was aware of the pitfalls as 
well as benefits of SC approaches. Ms. Shaw said, 
   One of the beautiful things of the sectional is that students can share their 
knowledge and their skill and they can work. But also you rely on them to have 
accurate information and we will all like to think that, “Wow the students, how 
great you are as a teacher. You know you could send students in the hall and they 
work so well together and they sound pretty good.” But at the end of the day you 
also have to be concerned that they [students] are actually sharing correct 
information with one another. And it’s kind of okay if then you can step in and 
correct it. But there’s a problem with facts that are let’s say incorrect. Musical 
fake news for example, but then also, you have to be careful of the student that 
says, “No this is the way you have to do it.” But they’re only channeling what 
they hear from their private teacher. They don’t know why their private teacher 
said, “No this is the way you have to do that bow stroke,” necessarily because 
somebody else is playing with a totally different physique than that. Right? So 
just because they share what works for them, “This is the way it has to be done,” 
doesn’t mean that that knowledge is transferable to another student. So that’s why 
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I think it’s important for me to step in in that process and sometimes run my own 
sectionals too. 
 
Student’s prior knowledge and experience was considered when implementing SC 
activities such as sectionals. Ms. Shaw would lead instruction as a way to present credible 
information to students. Students can present misleading information during unsupervised 
activities. 
 Ms. Shaw felt her sectional lesson was highly SC with the exception of some 
parameters she set for students. She said, 
   Big brother [Ms. Shaw] was watching. There was accountability. I did ask them 
to work on this, make a video, show me, so it wasn’t free rein. I think especially 
middle school with parameters right? I was very selective in what measures I gave 
them. I don’t want to give them too much because it would be entirely 
overwhelming. I don’t want to give them too little, it was structured. Now was I 
teacher-centered? No, I think I was just guiding them to be honest.  
 
Ms. Shaw reiterated a point she made in her self-reflection. Parameters were set so 
students were informed of their task. What made Ms. Shaw’s sectionals SC was because 
students were encouraged to generate strategies/solutions to performing better and 
students were able to reference strategies/solutions provided by Ms. Shaw from previous 
lessons. Students were, “custodians of their own learning” according to Ms. Shaw. 
 Ms. Shaw said that she would take a more TC approach in the following class to 
provide areas for students to focus on based on her assessment of sectional videos. She 
planned to give the following prompts to students: 
   I’ll say, “Here’s a list of the measures and the spots within those chunks that I 
think we all need to work on.” Then I’ll ask my usual questions, “Based on your 
memory or your familiarity with your part, what are the challenges here? How can 
I help you today?” But then I’ll take charge and say, “Okay no this is where you 
put that finger, that’s alright to put together,” But then I’ll ask students to rate 
with their fingers in the air. I’ll say, “Okay everyone, now listen to the cellos, if 




Ms. Shaw acknowledged moments when she implemented TC approaches as well as SC 
approaches. Ms. Shaw spoke of times when they would record their entire rehearsal and 
have a class discussion. Ms. Shaw invited students to complete surveys based on their 
observations. A large part of Ms. Shaw’s approach was eliciting students’ responses of 
their own progress and providing opportunities for students to address performance issues 
independently or collaboratively with peers.  
Ms. Shaw saw herself teaching with a combination of TC and SC approaches. She 
said, 
   I don’t think that the class is either ever one or the other. For example, 
sectionals, I started as teacher-centered. This is the assignment I am giving you. 
This is what you have to do and record for me so I can grade you… That’s a bit of 
parameter and structure [required]. 
 
In-depth interview responses. Throughout our in-depth interview, Ms. Shaw 
referred to a colleague who exemplified a democratic approach towards orchestra. This 
teacher occasionally conducted rehearsals but invited students to conduct entire 
rehearsals regularly. Ms. Shaw was inspired by the teacher because the teacher resisted a, 
“conductor-focused performance.” This teacher recognized the program and music 
production belonging to students. The traditional semi-circle orchestra seating structure 
centralizes attention to the conductor even before a sound is made in concert. Thus, the 
teacher invited students to conduct rehearsals and concerts. Ms. Shaw recalled students in 
the class commenting on performance issues, having dialogues to describe musical 
observations, searching for words to properly articulate performance strategies, and a 
teacher who sat in the ensemble with an instrument, providing assistance. Ms. Shaw 
observed SC approaches implemented to the effect that students and educator are having 
meaningful musical experiences.  
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 Ms. Shaw cited her own personality and a passion for, “mixing it up” as an 
influence on TC/SC approach. On the other hand, Ms. Shaw recognized when TC 
approaches might be appropriate. She said, 
   Sometimes a kid wants to know exactly how to do something. Sometimes they 
really want you to say, “Okay, now when I slide your finger this way, do you hear 
a difference in pitch?” or “Just put your finger there, that’s where the finger needs 
to go.” 
 
Ms. Shaw elaborated on choosing between TC and SC approaches by knowing her 
students and offering a variety of instruction. Ms. Shaw spoke of finding students’ Zone 
of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978) and presenting stimulating activities. 
Students can lose track of time because they are engaged and being productive. However, 
when students reach a stage where they are disengaged due to difficulty, Ms. Shaw said 
this is when TC approaches help, “go on to the next thing so we can make our progress. 
Because I do think student-centered oftentimes can be a little more confusing or they take 
more time.” Another reason why TC approaches might be more appropriate is because, 
Ms. Shaw said, “You don’t always know that their [students’] information is the correct, 
accurate information or what’s right educationally for that other child they’re working 
with.” 
 Ms. Shaw did not feel compelled to teach using TC or SC approaches because to 
her, teaching was situational. There are times when the situation is predetermined. Ms. 
Shaw felt she has as much autonomy as any administrator allows her. She stated: 
   People who might call themselves progressive minded find themselves limited 
by the infrastructure of the name of their class. For example, this is, “orchestra 
class” and that’s a loaded term because you’re going to have to answer to 
concerts. You’re going to have to answer to relatively large class sizes and so 
based on the infrastructure in the class and what it’s called, how it’s set up 
district-wide, yeah I’m compelled to often times employ the traditional rehearsal 
techniques that make orchestra “orchestra.” When you’re operating within a 
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school district and they have to get their calendar out way in advance and parents 
who are working need that structure, we are in a way forced. You’re also forced 
and compelled to make orchestra let’s say, “orchestra” by what some students 
really want. They want “orchestra” or the parents want “orchestra” or their 
college or university wants “orchestra” or their private teacher wants “orchestra.” 
And so now, I’m going on the word, “compelled,” by almost restricted to a certain 
limitation of orchestra based on the infrastructure. That’s something I wrestle 
with.  
 
After this remark, Ms. Shaw paused and said that her pedagogy was her own and that she 
was allowed to do what she wants as long as she checked the boxes of what was required 
and that the “quality” was good enough that she had the freedom to explore, be “out-of-
the-box.” She said, “I think I’m encouraged to do that. So, do I feel compelled to be one 
or the other? I would just say I feel compelled to be both [TC and SC].” 
 What helped Ms. Shaw retain her progressive learning and teaching attitude was 
her realization that teaching is a, “field of longevity.” She felt that people develop 
mechanisms to cope with doing the same thing over and over again, other people will, 
“burn out;” some will find it easy to do the same thing, and some will just keep trying 
new things but be a little lost. Ms. Shaw returned to the idea of intellectual stimulation by 
saying, “I love to see how I can always do something maybe a little bit better or frame 
something a little bit differently or see how students are always changing. And so what if 
I change that this way?” Ms. Shaw briefly mentioned students changing as a motivation 
for her to change. 
 When Ms. Shaw has a class of 75 students in an orchestra rehearsal, Ms. Shaw 
gravitates towards TC approaches. Ms. Shaw voiced concern with efficiency and the task 
of teaching students how their repertoire should be performed as a large ensemble. SC 
approaches were widely used in her smaller group instruction whereas larger ensembles 
needed a sense of centralized focus. Ms. Shaw said, 
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   I’m mindful of the kind of elements of infrastructure that exists and I teach 
within them. I know my role but I’m not willing to do it always traditionally. I’ll 
get the job done and then I expect that I have the autonomy to do it the way I want 
within conventional means, you know, reason, I guess. 
 
Ms. Shaw referenced self-agency as an important part of her balancing TC and SC 
approaches. 
 Ms. Shaw further clarified how her school schedule has had an influence on the 
way she teaches. She felt her current new teaching post aligned with her teaching 
philosophy whereas her previous teaching posts had school scheduling issues. School 
schedule issues interfered with students’ orchestra attendance in Ms. Shaw’s previous 
school. In Ms. Shaw’s previous school district, most students attended orchestra rehearsal 
every day. However, some students only attended orchestra rehearsal every other day. On 
occasion, students who had orchestra every day would experience a repeated lesson so 
students who attended orchestra every other day would also move through the planned 
curriculum. In an effort to sustain the everyday orchestra students’ progress/interest, Ms. 
Shaw would have everyday orchestra students do independent SC activities while 
bringing every other day orchestra students up to speed. Ms. Shaw said, “Now I have the 
educational consistency that I identify with, I can work better with the students and so 
I’m allowed to explore that [SC] side of myself. I wasn’t doing nearly as many stand 
partner activities before.” 
Ms. Shaw also pointed out the variety of SC approaches in addition to stand 
partner activities that consistency permits: 
   I couldn’t necessarily reference the previous class with my old schedule because 
the class was with different people. So I found myself having to take a more 
traditional role of, “This is the note, this is the bowing, this is the rhythm, this is 
how we do it.” And if you are here for the second time, you’re the everyday kid, 
either go to the next room and practice for a little while, sharing your knowledge 
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with somebody new, peer tutor them or just sit here and get better at it or try to do 
a different fingering. 
 
Ms. Shaw said she felt liberated by the new schedule. Because there was consistency, she 
and her students could take more learning risks and try new things together. Ms. Shaw 
also cited her experience in having taught in many places as a source of knowledge in 
implementing apt teaching approaches: 
   I feel like with my experience of being able to straddle these different ways of 
teacher-center, student-center, different variations of the lesson even in each of 
those camps that you can kind of come out of it. And so I used that wisdom after 
11 years to, again not necessarily know that it [will be] successful, but being very 
thoughtful and careful and how I’m bringing myself out into the, “new for me 
[pause] new body.” I’ve always had a mind for it you know but I’m growing there 
and I’m very happy. 
 
Ms. Shaw feels she has a great teaching schedule in her current school and that 
her school district provides her with ample support. Ms. Shaw did not feel time was an 
issue for her in implementing more SC approaches, but then followed with the statement, 
“more time will allow me to get there.” When I asked for clarification on the topic of 
time, Ms. Shaw said, “a 90 period could be interesting, but I was just speaking of it from 
one point of my life to another, maybe tomorrow?” Ms. Shaw then gave examples of 
having teaching revelations throughout the year that was sparked by conversations with 
colleagues, non-traditional assessment projects, and out-of-the-box think time. Educators 
also need think time to generate teaching approaches. 
 Ms. Shaw commented on context and infrastructure as having an influence on her 
TC/SC approach, but she did not place her decision to implement TC/SC approaches 
solely based on student cohort, situations, or infrastructure. Ms. Shaw said being student-
centered was a priority for her. She said, “I believe in it and I don’t always believe it’s 
going well. But I believe in the mission of it.” Ms. Shaw then referenced avoiding the, 
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“conductor focused performance” because the orchestra experience belonged to the 
students. She admitted that she did not convey the idea to her students enough. Ms. Shaw 
then explained her views on assessment and SC practicality: 
   Assessments should lead to more growth and knowledge and skill. And I do 
make it my priority to put it into, let’s say practical, into practice. It makes sense 
with my teaching situation. I was hired for the job claiming that [SC] as my 
identity, part of my identity, that I can bridge teacher and student-centered. I can 
bridge the old and the new together. I do think it’s practical; I encourage it. 
 
Ms. Shaw’s self-agency was reflected in her opinion of teacher quality. She said, 
“one of the best qualities of a teacher is that desire to search and to seek.” Ms. Shaw 
suggested that higher education institutions should look for that quality in applicants 
because educators should graduate from their institutions, enter the field, and continue 
growing through professional development. Professional development, as Ms. Shaw put 
it, means, “going to conferences, watching other teachers, conducting research, and 
conversing with other educators.” However, professional development occurs beyond 
conference attendance and conversations. Professional development truly begins after 
conference attendance when educators have a chance to reflect, implement, and reflect 
again on ideas learned from conferences. 
Ms. Shaw also suggested reading, using social media to garner ideas, reading 
forums, obtaining another degree if possible, and explore hobbies that can be a 
metaphoric/reflective experience in the way we teach. Ms. Shaw mentioned hobbies 
because when educators speak of the power and creativity of music, the grit developed 
from practicing our instruments, and the connections we make through the ensemble 
experience with our students, we speak of transference. Skills and knowledge learned in 
one discipline might transfer and be of use in another discipline or context. Having and 
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becoming very good at a hobby allows people to reflect on the journey of becoming 
better. 
As someone who has attended many conferences, taught in several school 
districts, and obtained multiple degrees, Ms. Shaw noticed that some higher education 
institutions and certain school districts are not interested in SC approaches. She said, 
   [Some institutions] want to further what works, they want to further a lineage, 
they want to further a heritage and some are totally willing to go in a different 
direction because we don’t come from a student-centered heritage in Western 
European classical music. We’ll say that the student is at the heart of what we do, 
but sometimes it’s unclear to me. Is the student at the heart or is it the instrument 
that’s at the heart? Do we care more about the student experience or more that the 
instrument is just played well? 
 
According to Ms. Shaw, higher education and school districts can encourage certain 
teaching approaches. 
 Ms. Shaw has remained thoughtful in her TC/SC approach as an experienced 
educator and a first year teacher in a new setting. She entered her school district knowing 
that students experienced sectionals weekly from the beginning to the end of the school 
year. However, much of her first couple months (at the time of the study) in her new 
school was a learning experience. Ms. Shaw did not implement sectionals at the 
beginning of the school year because she felt she needed to build trust and maintain her 
teaching principles. She questioned, “Okay, how do they respond? How do they react? 
Are we learning anything today? Do they like this? Does it matter what grade level? Does 
it matter what class?” Ms. Shaw explained, 
   Being the first year teacher has impact the degree to which I’m student-centered 
because I want to both respect what I know, the very little I know about where 
they [students] come from but also be very careful that I’m not… [pause] I think 
it would be a façade if I showed up the first month and was like, “I know you 
guys do sectionals, please continue.” Because they will do sectionals and have a 
good social experience and maybe get better. But it still wouldn’t have been 
  
226 
guided by the principles [orchestral performance/music content] that I think are 
really important for them based on what I observed. So I started out as an 
observer and so now I am finding myself in a way liberated having that first 
concert and showing them [students] that yes I can be the one to bring you to a 
good concert. There’s some trust now they have in me and I have in them that 
kind of allowed me to say, “Okay, here’s how I’m going to do this,” and I feel 
that that’s very important to me to not abuse that, to not abuse the privilege I have 
coming in as a first-year teacher and the power to change everything. So to me it’s 
subtle. 
 
Ms. Shaw’s teaching approach, encompassing TC/SC activities, were dependent on the 
trust and relationships she built and continues to build with her students. She spoke of 
learning about the school culture, the community, and her students so that she can teach 
amicably. Ms. Shaw sees vast potential in her students.  
 When asked if age groups had any influence on her TC/SC approach, Ms. Shaw 
felt she wanted to help her first-year musicians form their posture by first placing the 
instrument in a position that suited the student. This is because all students have varying 
physique. In this vein, Ms. Shaw saw the TC approach as necessary. Ms. Shaw gave a 
scenario where if teachers taught one student how to hold their instrument one way and 
the student was tasked to teach others how to hold their instrument, issues might arise 
because the first student might not know how to address physical differences. However, 
that does not mean Ms. Shaw did not implement SC approaches in first year orchestra 
classes. SC approaches are appropriate when information can be properly disseminated 
from one student to another. The first instrumental lesson might be challenging. 
Summary 
 Findings from thirteen orchestra educators’ survey responses and multiple data 
source from five NYS public-school orchestra educators were examined in this chapter. 
Twenty-one factors were identified as having influenced survey respondents’ orchestra 
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pedagogy; resulting in the identification of four areas of concerns. Data from five NYS 
orchestra educators’ lesson documents, teaching observations, educators’ self-reflection, 
and in-depth interviews offered insight on the complexity of pedagogical choice. College 
and professors, observing others teach, teaching and school schedule, workplace 
colleagues/relationships, allotted class time, curricular content, students’ technical 
performance abilities and prior knowledge, teaching experience, and freedom to choose 
pedagogy were cited as influences on pedagogical decision by the five case study 









The purpose of this study was to explore five New York State (NYS) public-
school orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy and their rationale for 
choosing their teaching method. The previous chapter showcased thirteen orchestra 
educators’ survey responses (survey respondents) to the first research question and five 
orchestra educators’ in-depth responses to the research questions in this study. Survey 
respondents provided written feedback to the first research question, “What influences 
orchestra educators’ classroom pedagogy?” in an open-ended survey. Document reviews, 
teaching observations, educators’ self-reflections, and in-depth interviews were 
conducted with five NYS public-school orchestra educators to investigate the first 
research question as well as how orchestra educators rationalize/justify their pedagogical 
choices and what influences orchestra educators’ implementation of teacher- and/or 
student-centered (TC/SC) instruction. This chapter features a comparison of findings 
from five individual cases. Merriam (1998) noted single-case studies usually emphasize a 
uniqueness within a setting while cross-case studies tend to capture commonalities 
between cases. This chapter compares multiple cases to highlight, “unique” (Stake, 2006, 
p. 39) and common themes.  
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Cross-Case Analysis of Five NYS Public-School Orchestra Educators 
A cross-case analysis of five NYS public-school orchestra educators was 
conducted to gain a better sense of similarities and differences in factors that influence 
educators’ pedagogy, pedagogical rationale, and influences on TC/SC instruction 
implementation. The first major cross-case analysis examines educators’ data from (a) 
lesson plans, (b) documents, (c) observed teaching, and (d) self-reflections. Lesson plans, 
documents, observed teaching, and self-reflections provided a glimpse into educators’ 
teaching approach at one point in time. Based on participants’ teaching approach, 
questions were raised to further explore factors and justifications leading to their teaching 
approach. 
A second major cross-case analysis examines findings from educators’ video-
stimulated recall interviews and in-depth interviews. Seven major themes appeared as a 
result of axial coding. They are (a) The Past; (b) School Operation and Community; (c) 
Concerts, Content, and Curriculum; (d) Students; (e) Professional Development; (f) 
Knowledge of TC/SC; and (g) Experience and Enjoyment. The following section presents 
findings from the cross-case analysis. 
First Cross-Case Analysis 
Settings and Teaching Responsibilities 
A commonality among educators interviewed in this study is that they all taught 
sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade orchestra at the time of this study. All educators in this 
study have taught first year, beginning orchestra students in the past, with the exception 
of Mr. Goodall. Some educators recounted variations of their teaching approach based on 
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students’ age. Mr. Wolf is the only educator in this study that taught fourth through 12th 
grades in his school district at the time of this study. Mrs. Ebert was the only educator 
teaching in a high density population area and Mr. Wolf was the only educator teaching 
in a low density population area. Mr. Goodall, Mrs. Tanner, and Ms. Shaw taught in 
suburban school districts at the time of this study. Educators reported teaching between 
120 to 210 students within a six-day or one-week cycle. In addition to teaching orchestra, 
some educators were also responsible for other school duties (e.g., bus arrival/departure, 
lunch monitor, study hall).  
All educators prepared a winter and a spring concert with their students. Other 
performances include performing in recruitment concerts, community fund raising 
events, amusement theme park music festivals, all-county, all-district, NYSSMA majors, 
and NYSSMA solo evaluations. Music performance is one of many important 
components of the public-school orchestra experience. Educators featured in survey 
responses and educators interviewed in this study cited concert performances and 
summative evaluations (i.e., NYSSMA solo/majors) as culminating events that often 
dictate their pedagogical approaches.  
Lesson Plans 
 Lesson plans are formal documents that can offer insight into educators’ 
pedagogical vision. Educators submitted lesson plans to me as part of a document review 
and data source triangulation. Lesson plans were developed in correlation with their 
recorded teaching clips. Of all the lesson plans reviewed, Mrs. Ebert generated the most 
structured lesson plan. This is because Mrs. Ebert chose to record an orchestra rehearsal 
that was simultaneously observed by her school building principal. Mrs. Ebert was 
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required to submit a lesson plan that followed the guidelines specified by her school 
district during formal observations with administrators. Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall were 
the only educators to include NYS or district generated teaching standards and an 
assessment component. All lesson plans indicated an activity or specific music content 
for students’ orchestral experience.  
After reviewing all educators’ teaching clips, Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall were 
the only educators that did not complete all planned activities within their lesson plans. 
Mrs. Tanner, Mr. Wolf, and Ms. Shaw’s lesson plan were less formal compared to those 
of Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall; however, Mrs. Tanner, Mr. Wolf, and Ms. Shaw were 
able to accomplish all of their lesson goals in their recorded teaching clips. This 
information is important to note because Mr. Goodall’s and Mrs. Ebert’s observed 
teaching footage were mainly TC while Mrs. Tanner’s, Mr. Wolf’s, and Ms. Shaw’s 
observed teaching was more SC. Mr. Wolf and Ms. Shaw had the least amount of 
information in their lesson plans, which allowed them the most flexibility and 
spontaneity. This is not to say that planning less is necessarily indicative of an educator’s 
SC or TC approach. 
 In Mr. Wolf’s experience, lesson plans tend to be a source of anxiety when 
lessons do not go according to plan. Mr. Wolf said, “Don’t be afraid to lose control of 
your class once in a while… Be adaptable because if you are afraid to go off script, you 
are going to clutch.” Mrs. Ebert spoke of her controlling nature as a source of her TC 
approach. At the center of the TC/SC lesson planning continuum, Mrs. Tanner’s lesson 
plan indicated a clear sequence of events experienced by students, yet she was able to 
execute a balanced TC/SC approach by laying the premise and objectives needed to be 
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accomplished and having dialogues with students about performance throughout her 
lesson. Ms. Shaw’s lesson plan was by far the sparsest with fewer than ten written words. 
Ms. Shaw’s recorded lesson highlighted students performing in groups without Ms. 
Shaw’s presence. Ms. Shaw arranged her lesson to encourage student collaboration and to 
use students’ performance footage as a way to assess student progress.  
Lesson plans were the first data source reviewed in examining each case. To some 
extent, educators exhibited a range of flexibility in their teaching approach based on the 
lesson they proposed. It was unclear whether or not Mrs. Ebert would have included 
teaching standards and assessments in her lesson plan had her chosen lesson for this study 
not coincide with an observation by the school building principal. Nevertheless, all 
lessons did not explicitly indicate SC activities, but most contained TC actions (e.g., 
“Everyone plays their strings as I call them out; Describe the action, sound; I will be 
evaluating students by visual and auditory observation; I will verbally assess [students’] 
success and identify places where we will continue to work in future rehearsals”). 
Student Questionnaire, Worksheet, Curriculum, and Teaching Portfolio 
 Educators were allowed to share additional documents related to their observed 
lesson or teaching in general. Mrs. Ebert shared a student questionnaire, Mr. Goodall 
included the worksheet used in his lesson, both Mr. Goodall and Ms. Shaw shared their 
middle school orchestra curriculum guides, and Ms. Shaw shared her teaching portfolio. 
As mentioned in Chapter IV, curriculum guides present content and competencies in 
which students are expected to understand and demonstrate upon completing coursework. 
Curriculum guides do not provide insight as to how educators teach but offer information 
as to what school districts expect in their orchestra program. Mr. Goodall’s and Ms. 
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Shaw’s curriculum required students to experience Western classical music in an 
orchestra performance ensemble. However, content was not limited to Western classical 
music. Mrs. Ebert spoke of being a part of her school district’s orchestra curriculum 
committee. This has allowed Mrs. Ebert to formulate her lesson plans based on musical 
concepts and competencies she had generated herself. Mrs. Ebert found this level of, 
“freedom” liberating as she did not have to teach within another educator’s vision of, 
“orchestra.” 
 Mr. Goodall and Ms. Shaw spoke of presenting orchestra performances as 
expected by their respective school districts because educators are accountable to the 
agreement they signed when hired by their school districts. Ms. Shaw said she is more 
than willing to present the expected orchestra concerts so long as she is afforded 
opportunities to implement pedagogical approaches that fit her style of teaching. 
Curriculum does not have a stranglehold on Ms. Shaw because she is confident that 
students will come to understand and experience content. Mr. Goodall’s use of a time-
signature worksheet in his observed lesson seemed to put him in a position of control 
throughout the lesson. An overarching theme of what influences these educators’ 
implementation of TC/SC approaches is the level of knowledge or understanding that 
would allow students to learn a specific skill or perform to a concrete technical level, 
whether independently or collectively. Mr. Goodall’s worksheet contained questions and 
exercises that required his leading of the class discussions. The worksheet used did not 
contain information or texts to inform students of musical concepts, but examples to 
reinforce prior knowledge.  
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 Mrs. Ebert’s student questionnaire surveyed the frequency at which students 
brought their instrument home and frequency of musical practice throughout a given 
week. Mrs. Ebert utilized this survey as a prompt for reflection and discussion. Although 
the discussion about practice was not visible in her recorded lesson, Mrs. Ebert expressed 
interest in student input as a way to generate SC activities. Lastly, Ms. Shaw’s portfolio 
contained evidence of mainly SC philosophy and approaches. In contrast to the 
documents shared by other educators, Ms. Shaw’s portfolio was a culmination of her 
overall teaching experience. Documents shared by educators were directly related to their 
observed teaching. The documents presented here, like the lesson plans, provided an 
additional perspective on educators’ teaching approaches. 
Teaching Observations 
 Educators were asked to submit examples of their orchestra teaching video clips 
(i.e., rehearsal, instrument group lessons, etc.). Mrs. Ebert, Mr. Goodall, and Mr. Wolf 
shared ensemble rehearsal clips. Mrs. Tanner shared footage of an instrument group 
lesson and Ms. Shaw shared footage of students collaborating in small groups. Mrs. 
Ebert, Mr. Goodall, and Mr. Wolf clearly led their ensembles but with varying degrees of 
TC/SC approaches. Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall prompted some dialogue with students 
about music content whereas Mr. Wolf prompted student feedback in nearly every 
moment that students were not playing. Mrs. Ebert, Mr. Wolf, and Mr. Goodall remained 
in front of their ensembles at the podium to lead students throughout the lesson. When 
asked about their teaching approaches used in rehearsals versus instrument group lessons, 
Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall spoke of implementing more SC approaches, depending on 
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class size. Mrs. Ebert, Mr. Goodall, and Mr. Wolf cited student behavior as one of the 
leading influences in their TC/SC instructional choices.  
 Mrs. Tanner’s instrument group lesson had fewer than 10 students, given the 
physical classroom size and she chose to group her students by ability. Regardless of 
students’ performance abilities, Mrs. Tanner used the same dialogic approach in both 
lessons. Mrs. Tanner, like other educators showcased in this study, dictated the contents 
of the lesson. However, Mrs. Tanner’s conversational approach to teaching was similar to 
Mr. Wolf’s perpetual requests for student feedback. Mrs. Tanner’s approach resembled 
Wiggins and Espeland’s (2012) notion of, “artful teacher scaffolding” (p. 343). Mrs. 
Tanner spoke of giving a nugget of information to students and watching students apply 
newfound knowledge in various contexts. Mrs. Tanner admitted that her teaching 
approach was driven more by her own interests than that of her students. It is worth 
noting that Mrs. Tanner felt she was never really exposed to SC approaches so she did 
what she believed would help her students understand content.  
 Mrs. Tanner’s students did not exhibit restlessness. Mrs. Ebert’s rehearsal was 
also orderly. Mrs. Ebert suggested her building principal’s presence might have been 
what prompted more orderly behavior. Mr. Wolf was also pleased with his fourth 
graders’ behavior in the recorded rehearsal compared to another cohort of students in 
which Mr. Wolf offered fewer student choice in rehearsal due to chronic misbehavior. 
Mr. Goodall’s question and answer session became more teacher-centric after he noticed 
disengagement among some musicians. Ms. Shaw spoke of building trust with her 
students to not only address misbehavior, but to expand SC activities. Ms. Shaw and Mr. 
Wolf cited trust between teacher and students as an influential factor in implementing 
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more SC activities. Ms. Shaw’s clip was of her students counting each other off and 
playing musical excerpts. Neither student dialogue nor teacher instruction was 
documented. Student collaboration was apparent with the absence of Ms. Shaw. Ms. 
Shaw’s SC sectionals only began in February (six months into the school year). Ms. 
Shaw said she implemented stand partner activities under close supervision, but the 
sectionals featured in the videos were new because Ms. Shaw had to reach a level of trust 
and comfort in knowing that her students would be productive when given independence. 
Observations of one or two teaching episodes cannot convey the entire picture of an 
educator’s teaching approach. Rather, observations allowed me to corroborate data 
collected from documents and interviews.  
Self-Reflections 
 Educators recorded open-ended self-reflections of their teaching footage. This 
data source provided a glimpse into educators’ pedagogical values and observations of 
their own teaching episodes. Without prompting, educators spoke of ways to address their 
teaching approach, student performance, one or two missed learning opportunities, and 
content delivery. Mrs. Ebert cited time and string instrument tuning as factors that impact 
how she conducts lessons and subsequent lessons. Upon further reflection, Mrs. Ebert 
noticed student enrollment and students’ performance abilities as having an effect on 
instruction. At the time of her recorded lesson and self-reflection, her students recently 
performed their winter concert. Since Mrs. Ebert’s orchestra completed their concert, 
they were able to work from their technical skills music text. This suggests orchestra 
educators alter learning content and class conduct depending on upcoming musical events 
or time of the school year. 
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Mr. Goodall mentioned that his lesson was very TC and that he would have 
rearranged the 6/8 worksheet lesson so students would work in small groups. Mrs. 
Tanner, Mr. Wolf, and Ms. Shaw all said they felt their respective lessons went according 
to plan. Ms. Shaw offered some variation on how she would have prompted students to 
take their sectional collaboration to the next level but decided against making too many 
changes at once. Ms. Shaw mentioned that the more a teacher changes in a class, the less 
that can be accomplished because students will be focused on the logistics of the activity 
more than the activity itself. Mrs. Tanner was highly sensitive to her students’ 
experience. Although discourse analysis was not conducted in this analysis, patterns 
became apparent when reviewing these educators’ self-reflections. All educators refer to 
their students’ learning and performance at some level. But Mrs. Tanner spoke of 
relationships with her students in her self-reflection. Ms. Shaw spoke of trust, the format 
of collaborative learning implemented, variations on collaborative learning, being a first-
year teacher in a school district, and how her past teaching experience affected her 
decision making in this lesson.  
Mr. Wolf spoke in great detail about his speaking pace, his approach to classroom 
management, reasons for having his students sing, and building an orchestra class routine 
with his first-year string musicians. In regard to SC approaches, Mr. Wolf spoke about 
giving students a choice to choose their concert pieces. Mr. Wolf did not arbitrarily allow 
students to choose their concert pieces. Part of choosing concert pieces required students 
to assess their performance of each piece. Mr. Wolf recounted vital learning opportunities 
in helping students assess their own performance more objectively. Whether or not these 
educators directly referenced their level of TC/SC approach in their teaching, their self-
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reflections indirectly hinted at the frequency with which they spoke of their students and 
themselves.  
Second Cross-Case Analysis 
The Past 
 The past appeared as a common theme when educators spoke of mentors, college 
experiences, college professors, student-teaching experiences, observing others teach as a 
grade school student, and as an in-service educator. Because of the past, some educators 
have taken on the mission of emulating inspirational teachers and avoiding mistakes 
made by uninspiring teachers. Mr. Wolf recalled a time in middle school when his 
orchestra teacher intentionally set the classroom speakers on such a high volume that the 
metronome pulse shook the walls. Mr. Wolf and his classmates learned to keep time since 
then, and were thoroughly amused in the process. However, Mr. Wolf’s high school 
orchestra teacher did not provide the same encouragement or positive influence. Mr. 
Wolf’s high school and college experience prompted him to become more self-reliant. 
Hence, Mr. Wolf was driven to teach with more student involvement.  
Mrs. Tanner’s high school English teacher once said to her that teaching honors 
English was easy, but when she worked with the lower level/performing English class, 
that’s when she really teaches. Mrs. Tanner was moved by her English teacher’s 
comment and on several occasions, Mrs. Tanner expressed excitement when meeting 
with students who struggled because she saw that as an opportunity to improve as a 
teacher and figure out other teaching approaches. Like Mr. Wolf, Mrs. Tanner also had an 
uninspiring high school orchestra teacher, one who told her she had a, “tin ear.” Mrs. 
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Tanner reflected and asked, “Why would you say that to somebody? […] even if it were 
true, you wouldn’t say it.” Mrs. Tanner determined never to be condescending to others. 
Mrs. Tanner and Mr. Wolf had another experience in common. Mr. Wolf had met 
an inspiring teacher who never gave up on struggling students and would find excitement 
in having to really teach. Mr. Wolf’s inspiring teacher would later become his student-
teaching mentor and in his own teaching, Mr. Wolf clearly exhibited belief in his 
students’ abilities beyond surface level optimism. Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall mentioned 
their college experience as having an impact on their pedagogy, but none more than Ms. 
Shaw who immersed herself in her graduate studies. Ms. Shaw recounted conversations 
with professors and peers about, “growing pains, the do’s, the don’ts, and things that they 
would do differently if they had a chance in their teaching.”  
Both Mrs. Tanner and Ms. Shaw spoke of observing their colleagues and other 
educators at music educator conferences as sources of intellectual stimulation. They 
sought to produce effective teaching through conversations with other educators. Ms. 
Shaw made a point about seeing teachers and being able to see teaching approaches that 
did not appeal to her. Ms. Shaw referenced her philosophical stance and mission to seek 
ways of arriving to a concept of orchestra with her students by traditional and non-
traditional means. That being said, Ms. Shaw goes beyond observing veteran educators 
by seeking contemporaries through social media as sources for innovation. Ms. Shaw 
participates in global online networks with other professionals so she can bring various 
SC approaches to her students. 
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School Operation and Community 
School Operation and Community are two systems in which educators function. 
These systems are described in Bronfenbrenner’s (1979/2009) work on ecological 
systems. Within the ecological systems are the microsystem (school and its physical 
space) and exosystem (community). Educators in this study recounted the effects of 
environmental factors on their teaching approach. Teaching schedules and students’ class 
schedules had a negative impact on educators’ ability to teach to their fullest potential. 
Mrs. Tanner and Mr. Wolf taught in multiple buildings at the time of this study which 
equated to working within two or more varying class schedules (i.e., period one might 
begin at 8:35 AM in one building whereas period one might begin at 9:00 AM in another 
building). If orchestra educators remained in one building throughout the school day, 
educators can maximize their teaching load. However, Mrs. Tanner and Mr. Wolf 
traveled every day and sometimes twice between buildings.  
Mrs. Ebert, Mr. Goodall, Mrs. Tanner, and Mr. Wolf taught instrumental group 
lessons which are known as, “pull-out lessons.” Pull-out lessons entail students leaving 
another class to attend instrumental lessons. When orchestra educators were unable to 
reach their instrumental group lesson in time or if there was a school delay or event, 
educators often experienced discord with other teachers because everyone was vying for 
students to attend their class. Ms. Shaw on the other hand did not experience such discord 
in her current school district because her school does not allow pull-out lessons. Ms. 
Shaw was not competing with other classroom teachers for students because students 
were designated to attend her orchestra class by their school generated class schedule. 
Ms. Shaw did not feel hindered in her current situation. In fact, Ms. Shaw preferred this 
arrangement because she said her current schedule suited her teaching philosophy.  
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Ms. Shaw’s previous teaching position in another school district had orchestra 
rehearsal/instrumental pull-out lessons similar to other educators in this study. A 
drawback to her previous orchestra program was the fact that some students were 
required to attend remedial classes for other disciplines during orchestra rehearsal. This 
meant that some students attended orchestra rehearsal every other day. Many educators 
and students face a similar dilemma where students experience inconsistencies in their 
music ensemble experience due to overlapping scheduling for remediation in other 
disciplines. Ms. Shaw believed she was less capable of maintaining an equal learning 
pace among students and was providing inconsistent orchestra experiences to her students 
in her previous teaching position. 
Another school-related issue some educators faced was physical classroom space. 
Mrs. Tanner and Mr. Goodall spoke of pedagogical limitations due to small physical 
spaces while Ms. Shaw appreciated the space she had been given by her school district. 
Mrs. Tanner’s lesson room in her video recording was comparable to that of a supply 
closet. Mrs. Tanner was unable to move around or situate herself nearer to students who 
needed to see or hear her demonstrations at close proximity. Mr. Goodall said he shared a 
rehearsal space with the choral teacher so setting up and breaking down chairs and stands 
took time away from teaching. Mr. Goodall’s school also lacked classroom space so Mr. 
Goodall taught instrumental group lessons in the hallway or stairwells occasionally. This 
became a problem for other non-music classroom teachers because the sound produced 
from hallway instrumental lessons was disruptive. Between finding space and preparing 




Teaching space and resources within a space were issues for Mrs. Ebert and Mr. 
Wolf. Mrs. Ebert taught in her school’s auditorium stage without a SmartBoard or digital 
media tools. Disruptions might come in the form of a school event that required their 
teaching space (the stage). Mr. Wolf shared a rehearsal space with his band colleagues. 
This was an issue because resources sometimes disappeared. However, it seemed Mr. 
Wolf did not always rely on resources to maintain his SC vision. On the topic of shared 
space, Mr. Wolf also spoke of covering band classes for his music colleagues because his 
school district was unable to provide substitute teachers or coverage. Covering additional 
classes took planning time away from his already busy schedule. However, Mr. Wolf’s 
music colleagues were also helpful to him as he collaborated regularly with his middle 
school band colleague to trade ideas, assess program needs, and troubleshoot issues.  
Colleagues’ perceptions of SC approaches were an issue for Mr. Goodall. Mr. 
Goodall was criticized by his colleagues at one point because they questioned his SC 
approach of having students conduct a piece in the concert. Mr. Goodall was untenured at 
the time. Feeling pressured to remain on the podium, Mr. Goodall decided not to be 
confrontational with his colleagues and took a more TC approach until he was tenured. 
Mr. Goodall went on to cite his perception of what his administrators would say if he 
were to let his students interact in a SC/non-traditional orchestra manner. Mr. Goodall 
believed administrators would call his classroom management into question. Mr. Goodall 
also said he maintained a certain teaching norm because, “It’s what’s been in the system 
for years.” 
Ms. Shaw was also concerned about implementing her sectional activity in 
multiple spaces and putting students in spaces without adult supervision. Both Ms. Shaw 
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and Mr. Goodall cited student safety concerns. Ms. Shaw was an untenured teacher at the 
time of this study and like many untenured teachers seeking tenure, Ms. Shaw spoke of 
being cautious and trying her best to make a good impression in her school district. Mr. 
Wolf, Mr. Goodall, and Ms. Shaw mentioned the benefits of implementing SC 
approaches. Mr. Goodall felt that his colleagues were veteran educators using traditional 
teaching approaches. Both Mr. Goodall and Ms. Shaw felt they were hired to teach 
because they have progressive ideas. 
Mrs. Tanner spoke highly of her colleagues even though they may be competing 
for students. Mrs. Tanner provided a solution to helping students attend instrumental 
group lesson even with scheduling conflicts. She recommended putting egos aside and 
talking with other teachers about students’ experience in orchestra, and not about their 
own teaching barriers or limitations. After years of working with other educators, Mrs. 
Tanner noticed that once teachers begin talking about what they need or how they are not 
able to get through content, the dialogue drifts into self-reference. Instead, Mrs. Tanner 
suggested talking about the educative impact music has on the particular student. The 
focus must remain on the student because the music lesson is not for the benefit of the 
teacher, but the student. Mrs. Tanner also warned against manipulating the conversation 
by using students as pawns to win an argument. Mrs. Tanner suggested having honest 
conversations with other educators.  
Mrs. Tanner, along with other educators, cited allotted class time as a factor in 
their TC/SC approach. Mr. Goodall mentioned that SC approaches require more time for 
students to solve content questions. Mr. Goodall and Mrs. Ebert felt they would be more 
capable of implementing SC approaches if there were fewer time constraints. However, 
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Mr. Goodall said that SC approaches could be more successfully implemented by 
creating appropriate parameters for students to work within. Doing so takes time. Mrs. 
Tanner said she currently teaches beyond her contractual time. Teaching beyond 
contractual time within the seven and a half-hour or eight-hour school day meant Mrs. 
Tanner was more engaged in instruction and given less time to prepare for subsequent 
lessons. Mrs. Tanner said, “I will be a better teacher for having a little more time.” 
When Ms. Shaw was asked about time, she chuckled at the prospect of having 
more time and said, “a 90-minute period could be interesting.” For Ms. Shaw, allotted 
class time was not of concern. Rather time from one point in her life to another was 
mentioned as a factor in helping her develop her teaching and SC approaches. 
Bronfenbrenner (2005) wrote of, “chronosystems” as a temporal factor that shapes human 
development (p. 6): “A chronosystem encompasses change or consistency over time not 
only in the characteristics of the person but also of the environment in which that person 
lives” (Bronfenbrenner, 2005, p. 6). Ms. Shaw anticipate changes in her teaching and 
commented on the likelihood of developing other teaching approaches after having time 
to reflect.  
Finally, in regard to community and community expectations, Ms. Shaw spoke of 
her school district’s expectations of, “orchestra” and said that her community and school 
expected her to provide orchestra performances that the community and school envisage. 
Ms. Shaw was not bothered by this as she is happy to do so as long as she was given 
some freedom to explore orchestra with her students using traditional and non-traditional 
means (i.e., SC approaches). Mr. Wolf was in the unique position of having inherited an 
orchestra program with low enrollment and being the only orchestra teacher in his school 
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district. Mr. Wolf was not beholden to his school district’s vision of orchestra because in 
Mr. Wolf’s opinion, his predecessors did not maintain or promote the orchestra program. 
This was partly because Mr. Wolf’s predecessors were not fully vested in the music 
education of children. Mr. Wolf said that anything he does with his orchestra now is more 
impressive than what was showcased by his predecessors. This gave Mr. Wolf significant 
credibility among his colleagues and community. Mr. Wolf felt he was able to teach 
using any teaching approach because his community appreciated his efforts and his 
school district saw increased interest in the orchestra program. 
Mr. Wolf and Mrs. Ebert both cited poverty and difficult socioeconomic 
conditions as having an impact on their students’ orchestra experience. Poverty has 
limited some of Mr. Wolf’s students’ ability to attend concert performances. He said 
instruments were in fair condition, and in need of much repair. Mrs. Ebert found her 
students having difficulty maintaining their practice at home and following through on 
assignments. Although Mrs. Ebert did not specifically cite socioeconomic conditions as a 
direct influence on her students’ ability to participate in orchestra, she imagined home life 
being difficult for some students, let alone trying to practice an instrument. Getting 
students to attend class, having time with students, and having space to work within are a 
combination of factors that allow educators flexibility to implement their preferred 
teaching approaches. 
Concerts, Content, and Curriculum 
 Music concerts are often viewed as the product or summative objective of school 
orchestra programs (Hamann & Gillespie, 2009). After all, instrumental music is a 
performance-based discipline. Concert performance was mentioned by educators as a 
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factor that had both direct and indirect impact on their pedagogical approach. As winter 
and spring concerts approached, educators would adopt a more teacher-centered approach 
during rehearsals. Rehearsals entail directing large groups of instrumental students (often 
playing different parts) to perform in synchrony. TC approaches are often viewed as the 
preferred rehearsal approach because when issues arise in ensemble rehearsal, educators 
are able to assess issues and provide solutions to re-organize student performance at 
faster rates compared to students formulating solutions.  
 Based on the time of year, Mrs. Ebert, Mr. Wolf, Mr. Goodall, and Ms. Shaw 
mentioned shifting content focus from preparing concert repertoire to developing 
performance technique with students. Mrs. Ebert’s observed lesson featured her ensemble 
working on note reading as opposed to concert repertoire because her ensemble 
performed their winter concert in the week prior to recording her teaching footage for this 
study. Mrs. Tanner did not speak of concerts or concert repertoire as factors that affected 
her teaching approach. Mrs. Tanner said she chooses to work on concert repertoire in 
orchestra rehearsals and performance technique development in instrumental group 
lessons. She stated that working exclusively on concert repertoire in rehearsals and 
instrumental group lessons would be extremely boring for both students and teachers. 
Mrs. Tanner purposefully chooses concert repertoire that is easier to perform than the 
content studied/learned in instrumental group lessons so students are more successful in 
rehearsals and concert preparation.  
Mr. Goodall, Mrs. Ebert, and Mr. Wolf shared footage of rehearsals featuring 
content related to their upcoming concert repertoire. Mr. Goodall chose to introduce 6/8 
time signature so students could perform a Wizard of Oz selection. Mrs. Ebert guided her 
  
247 
students in reading short-hand music notation because an upcoming concert piece would 
feature short-hand music notation. Mrs. Ebert reflected on how she, “lucked out” that her 
String Basics music text contained shorthand music notation at the most opportune time. 
Mr. Wolf led his first-year orchestra students in several pieces because their first concert 
performance was scheduled for the following month. In many ways, concert repertoire 
affected educators’ choice of content within the curriculum. Ms. Shaw’s sectional work 
featured students performing selections of concert repertoire. Although Ms. Shaw’s 
concerts had already passed at the time of her lesson recording, Ms. Shaw’s objective was 
to focus on the collaborative aspect of making music. The content just so happened to be 
concert repertoire. Ms. Shaw cited the importance of aligning content, repertoire, lesson 
activities and curriculum so students are focused on key concepts in large ensemble and 
small group work. 
Ms. Shaw and Mr. Goodall shared their respective middle school orchestra 
curricula with me. Although curriculum does not usually dictate how educators teach, 
curriculum usually outlines competencies in which students are expected to demonstrate 
by the end of the school year. Ms. Shaw and Mr. Goodall’s observed teaching featured 
content that addressed some curriculum objectives. Mrs. Ebert did not feel pressured to 
teach differently based on her curriculum because she was on the orchestra curriculum 
committee and was comfortable with the curriculum guidelines that she and her 
colleagues had generated. Mr. Goodall echoed a similar thought when he spoke of 
building upon the current curriculum by adapting to the times. Mr. Wolf also did not feel 
curriculum was a factor in his teaching approach because he felt he was still in the 
program-rebuilding phase. Mr. Wolf was, however, also rebuilding the curriculum based 
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on his observations of content/competencies his students accomplished year after year. 
Mrs. Tanner felt she accomplished what was expected from the curriculum and that other 
educators never bothered her about her teaching approach.  
Mrs. Tanner and Mrs. Ebert cited their role as a bridge in helping elementary 
orchestra students reach high school orchestra. Ms. Shaw was in a similar situation as 
Mrs. Tanner and Mrs. Ebert. Ms. Shaw mentioned receiving orchestra students from 
multiple elementary schools and seeing the different skill sets students brought to middle 
school. Mrs. Ebert, Mrs. Tanner, and Ms. Shaw spoke of making sure students were 
ready for high school orchestra by the time they left middle school. Their high school 
orchestra called for students to be able to perform in the traditional ensemble format. Mr. 
Goodall spoke of enculturating students to middle school orchestra norms so students 
become disciplined enough to perform as an ensemble. Mrs. Tanner reflected on SC 
approaches and student choice and offered the following thoughts: 
   It doesn’t matter how you get there [TC/SC approach wise] as long as you know 
your high school colleague is not going, “Why do these kids all know how to play 
Bollywood and not Mozart?” I don’t know either. It’s like, “They all know what a 
Javanese scale is but they can’t play D major?” [laughed] 
 
Middle school orchestra educators felt responsible for making sure students were ready 
for high school orchestra. Orchestra program curricula are often divided into grade levels. 
Some high schools might have one orchestra ensemble consisting of multiple grade levels 
while other high schools might have multiple orchestras, each made up of one or two 
grade levels. When a high school has only one orchestra ensemble, educators are faced 
with the challenge of programming concert repertoire for first- through senior-year high 
school students.  
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 Mrs. Ebert, Mrs. Tanner, and Ms. Shaw spoke of dictating content as a paradox to 
being SC. Students might have a concept of orchestra or musical content, but content and 
curriculum are largely generated by adults. Thus, in the view of these educators, it was 
impossible to be completely SC. SC approaches might appear within class interactions. 
Class and content planning were usually reserved for the educator. 
Students 
 All educators interviewed in this study spoke of various aspects of how students 
affected their pedagogical approach, pedagogical rationale, and ability to implement 
TC/SC instruction. These aspects included students’ content knowledge, technical 
performance abilities, prior knowledge, needs, independence, collaboration, observation 
assessments, amount of students enrolled in any given class, and student behavior. Each 
educator also spoke at varying depths about their students. Patterns of student-
centeredness emerged based on educators’ document review, observed teaching, self-
reflection, and interviews. 
When Mr. Wolf first arrived to his teaching post, many of his middle school 
(second-, third-year) students did not know how to read music. Mr. Wolf did not fully 
shift expectations, but evaluated what students needed in order to progress. This included 
having students evaluate their own progress in the learning process. Mr. Goodall believed 
his students’ learning characteristics change from year to year. At the time of this study, 
Mr. Goodall felt his students were more theoretical learners than auditory learners so he 
chose to change his usual teaching sequence. Mr. Goodall used direct instruction to lead 
conversations about meter ahead of call and response playing exercises. Mr. Goodall said 
he usually presented concepts by playing examples ahead of pencil/paper work. 
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Mrs. Tanner, Mrs. Ebert, and Ms. Shaw assessed students’ prior knowledge ahead 
of choosing what they thought was the appropriate TC/SC teaching approach. When 
students were unable to progress to the next level after several attempts at independent 
exploration, they found it necessary to demonstrate. Mrs. Ebert said, “Sometimes you 
have to just get up and show them [students] because they don’t quite… they can’t figure 
it out.” Ms. Shaw also stated, “Sometimes a kid wants to know exactly how to do 
something.” All educators interviewed shared a similar perspective. TC approaches are 
necessary when students have little or no prior knowledge to formulate solutions. SC 
approaches require a certain level of prior knowledge that students can build upon for 
further understanding. Mrs. Ebert said she was more capable of implementing SC 
activities (e.g., student-conducting) during orchestra rehearsals once students became 
more knowledgeable of their repertoire. Ms. Shaw and Mrs. Tanner recounted times 
when students provided partially correct information to their peers. Thus, educators 
would intervene during SC activities to ensure proper information was shared/learned in 
class.  
While Mr. Goodall, Mr. Wolf, and Mrs. Ebert cited age as a factor in TC/SC 
approaches, primarily relevant to enculturating students to middle school orchestra 
norms, Ms. Shaw said age did not really affect her TC/SC approach. Ms. Shaw noted 
times when first-year students collaborated and shared general knowledge that promoted 
understanding. However, helping first-year students find the proper musical instrument 
posture might require specific knowledge of human physiology. There are areas where 
information specific to one student might not apply to another student’s situation.  
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All educators evaluated their students’ capabilities to form teaching approaches 
that they believed best addressed students’ needs. Mrs. Ebert and Ms. Shaw used surveys 
and questionnaires to gather student feedback. Both Mrs. Ebert and Ms. Shaw viewed 
surveys as a SC way to open dialogue with their students and assess peripheral needs. 
Mrs. Ebert noted issues in students’ practice, thus, information retention was lower than 
expected from one rehearsal to another. This prompted Mrs. Ebert to use a more guided 
approach in her lessons. Mrs. Tanner and Ms. Shaw’s multimodal approaches aimed to 
address visual, aural, and kinesthetic learners. Their approach was centered on student 
needs because they presented information in ways that students preferred. Mrs. Tanner 
and Ms. Shaw tried to avoid teaching with a one-size-fits-all approach. 
Part of using TC approaches in deciding content for students was because many 
students did not have experience gauging their own capabilities. Ms. Shaw spoke of 
making sure content was within students’ grasp. All educators noted that if content level 
was beyond students’ independent comprehension, SC activities might have been 
difficult or more time consuming for students to accomplish. Mr. Wolf took a SC 
approach to help students learn about their own capabilities by openly discussing or 
tallying votes from students about their own progress. Ms. Shaw also asked students to 
rate their own performance in a student-led assessment. However, the point was that 
students might not have the experience in setting their own goals or choosing content that 
was within their Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978). Thus, educators felt 
they needed to make such decisions for students. 
When Ms. Shaw presented her sectionals activity, she acknowledged that 
although she was fostering student independence and collaboration, she was ultimately in 
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charge of how content was presented. Ms. Shaw eventually assessed students’ recordings 
of their sectional sessions to provide targeted feedback. However, the assessment 
component was two-fold. Ms. Shaw assessed student performance but also used these 
clips to decide whether or not students were capable of future independent/collaborative 
work. Ms. Shaw had not implemented this level of SC independence in the beginning of 
the school year because she needed to learn more about her students. 
Students’ engagement level was considered by all educators in a variety of ways. 
Ms. Shaw noted that students tend to be more receptive of suggestions from peers than 
from teachers. Sometimes a comment from teachers could be perceived as more negative 
compared to comments given by student peers. Mr. Goodall recalled seeing the quiet 
disengaged student in the back of orchestra that might have otherwise been more engaged 
through SC activities. Mrs. Ebert also cited helping quiet students voice concerns through 
her questionnaires. Mrs. Tanner and Mr. Wolf encouraged structured dialogue from all 
students as a way to promote SC engagement.  
Student behavior was a concern for Mr. Wolf, Mrs. Ebert, and Mr. Goodall. All 
three educators provided footage of orchestra rehearsals. Mr. Goodall said that his 
students can be “wild” at times and so he needed to take charge and refocus students. 
Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Wolf recounted instances where students “derailed” lessons because 
they exhibited hyperactivity. They both said something to the effect of, “When students 
misbehave, it is difficult to step aside. Younger students in large groups need added 
structure whereas older students can manage themselves.” Rehearsals generally take on 
the form of TC teaching approaches, but Mr. Goodall, Mrs. Ebert, and Mr. Wolf gave 
examples of when they were able to implement SC activities in rehearsals. SC rehearsal 
  
253 
activities include students conducting, having large group discussions, and break out 
group work within one rehearsal space. They suggested the number of students within a 
space has an impact on the level of allotted student-centeredness.  
Smaller class sizes such as instrumental group lessons were times when educators 
provided more individualized instruction. Students tend to behave more appropriately in 
smaller numbers because more of the teacher’s attention is divided among students 
compared to rehearsals with 40 or more student musicians. Mrs. Ebert would start most 
of her lessons by asking students about their concerns within the music repertoire or 
things that they would like to work on. Sometimes Mrs. Ebert would reserve time in the 
lesson to work on pre-planned music content. Smaller class sizes allowed educators to 
implement more SC activities. All educators suggested that they do not entirely teach 
using TC or SC approaches, but they gauge their students’ needs to make decisions on the 
proportionate use of TC and SC methods.  
Professional Development 
 When asked about ways to improve one’s teaching approach, all educators spoke 
of observing others teach and having conversations with colleagues. Mrs. Tanner and Ms. 
Shaw took professional development a step further by citing county-level music 
educators’ associations as a source for new ideas. Mr. Wolf, Mrs. Tanner, and Ms. Shaw 
mentioned YouTube as a resource where teachers and students can find creative music 
activities. However, in terms of professional development, county- or state-level 
conferences can also be places where traditional approaches are perpetuated. Mrs. Tanner 
spoke of being in a, “bubble” and in isolation from pedagogical developments happening 
elsewhere. Because Mrs. Tanner felt isolated from pedagogical developments, her 
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account of having less exposure to SC approaches was reflected in her observed 
pedagogical approach. Mrs. Tanner truly believes she would use more SC approaches if 
she had seen more SC approaches being implemented. Ms. Shaw recommended that 
educators ask questions about conferences and pedagogical theories that are encouraged 
by different higher education institutions. Ms. Shaw had come across institutions where 
certain teaching and learning philosophies were prioritized over others. It is up to the 
educator to make his/her decision whether a conference or institution aligns with their 
personal/professional objectives. 
Knowledge of TC/SC 
 When I developed this research project, questions were raised about educators’ 
knowledge of TC and SC approaches. If research participants knew I was investigating 
TC and SC approaches, they might have changed the way they taught during 
observations. Because I did not want to influence how educators taught in their video 
footage, I withheld information about examining TC and SC teaching approaches. 
Throughout the study, the terms, “teacher-centered” and, “student-centered” were 
brought into the interview discussion only when participants/educators used the terms. 
All interviewed educators, with the exception of Mrs. Tanner, spoke spontaneously of 
TC/SC teaching in their self-reflections and interviews. I brought TC/SC approaches into 
conversations with Mrs. Tanner when she first mentioned, “empowering students to play 
any note sharp.” Mrs. Tanner had learned about SC approaches in college. Mrs. Tanner’s 
case, among others, shows that educators are not always concerned with TC/SC 
approaches in their day-to-day activities. 
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 Self-reflections were the first places where educators reflected upon their teacher-
centeredness. Having a third-person perspective in examining one’s own teaching 
brought the topic of TC/SC approaches to light for most of the interviewed educators. All 
educators spoke of teaching without making conscious efforts to utilize SC approaches. 
Ms. Shaw and Mr. Wolf’s teaching philosophy revolved around their students, but even 
they do not turn SC or TC approaches on or off like a light switch. SC approaches would 
happen naturally or when conditions (i.e., content, school schedule, or time) favor SC 
approaches. Educators did not purposefully divide their lesson time to provide a pre-
determined amount of TC or SC instruction. Mr. Goodall and Mr. Wolf mentioned 
having students lead warm-ups and then taking over the podium as a SC routine.  
All educators said they first learned about SC approaches in college. Mr. Goodall 
felt unable to reproduce much of the SC approaches proposed in publications addressing 
SC music teaching because there are many anomalies in teaching. Knowing the 
efficiency of TC/SC approaches, maintaining personal/stakeholder concept of, 
“orchestra,” and balancing tradition/progression were considered when choosing TC/SC 
approaches. On the other hand, all educators cited YouTube as a space where students 
experienced SC learning. Educators mentioned that students were learning to play their 
favorite tunes by watching others on the internet and experimenting by themselves. This 
is a sign of a shifting paradigm because of music consumption outside of school (Allsup, 
2016; Frankel, 2010). Some educators have chosen to adopt this learning phenomenon.  
Educators had various conceptualizations of SC approaches. As mentioned 
earlier, in an effort to avoid contaminated data responses, definitions of TC/SC 
approaches were not directly solicited from educators. A range of SC approaches were 
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described from students leading rehearsals to small group activities to discussions as an 
ensemble. The idea of SC approaches was conflated with the idea of classroom 
management in some accounts. Some educators felt that having a more manageable class 
would allow them to implement more SC approaches. 
 Lastly, on the topic of TC/SC knowledge, educators recommended trying various 
SC approaches. Educators said that failing happens so we try again. Although Mrs. 
Tanner did not directly mention SC approaches, she reiterated seeking alternative ways to 
presenting content if students had difficulty grasping concepts. A commonality among 
educators interviewed here is that they viewed themselves as open-minded individuals 
willing to change the way they teach. Perhaps this is one of the most important 
characteristics in becoming more SC. The issue of allotted class time was raised earlier, 
but time also applied to educators’ development over the course of a career. When 
educators suggested exploring various SC approaches, more time (in lessons and 
planning periods) along with time described in Bronfenbrenner’s (2005) chronosystem 
were needed for self-discovery. 
Experience and Enjoyment 
Concert audience members, colleagues, administrators, and stakeholders might 
view concert performances as the focal point of orchestral music programs. School 
districts and their communities have a vision of what an orchestra entails (Hamann & 
Gillespie, 2009). Concerts are expected and what is seen on stage, with a conductor in the 
front, resembles how orchestra class is conducted. Outsiders assume this is how orchestra 
class operates on a daily basis. For some educators and students, their daily routine 
consists of a conductor in front and making all (if not, most) of the decisions. For others, 
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orchestra is nothing like the scenario presented in the opening sentences of this 
paragraph. For educators in this study, they made it their mission to evolve the 
profession. 
All educators cited teaching experience as a factor that helped and will continue 
to help them develop more effective teaching approaches. Mr. Goodall spoke of 
hesitating to use SC approaches with his students because the outcomes can be 
unpredictable. However, Mr. Goodall and Mrs. Ebert both said they were implementing 
more SC approaches at the time of this study compared to when they first started teaching 
because they can better anticipate student issues. Mrs. Tanner learned about SC 
approaches in her college and conservatory days, but felt that her current teaching 
approach was effective and did not see the need to make adjustments. Mrs. Tanner 
expressed great interest in seeing other educators implement SC instruction so she can 
feel more confident implementing SC approaches. 
Ms. Shaw and Mr. Wolf believed their mission was to promote student 
independence by making conscious efforts to involve their students in artistic decisions 
and assessments. I believe Mrs. Tanner, Mr. Wolf, and Ms. Shaw’s teaching approaches 
were more SC compared to Mr. Goodall and Mrs. Ebert because they spoke of their 
orchestra programs as their, “students’ orchestra program.” This attitude towards teaching 
seemed intuitive, but not all educators carried this attitude. Many survey respondents 
wrote about orchestra and pedagogy as areas only informed by themselves or their own 
experience. Some survey respondents cited performance experience in professional 
groups as influences in teaching public-school orchestra. There is nothing wrong with 
citing professional performance experience, but Mr. Wolf expressed concern with 
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educators focused on personal performance aspirations when educating children. Mr. 
Wolf’s school district employed five different orchestra teachers in recent years without 
retaining anyone of them because they were poor stewards of learning.  
Mrs. Tanner spoke of, “being real” with her students. “Being real” is a term 
associated with honesty, candor, and sincerity in communication. Mrs. Tanner’s teaching 
experience in New York City and other areas have taught her to just tell students what 
they need to hear. For some, unfiltered remarks can be counter-educative. Mrs. Tanner 
was not condescending to her students, but rather encouraging and her students respected 
that quality in her teaching (as observed in her teaching clips). Mr. Wolf expressed a 
similar perspective because he had felt oppressed by his orchestra teachers in the past 
when they overlooked him during all-county and NYSSMA solo festival enrollment. He 
felt his teachers did not believe in his abilities. Mr. Wolf spoke of refusing to practice for 
certain teachers/conductors because he did not know if they truly cared for him as a 
person. When Mr. Wolf later met a mentor who put his (Mr. Wolf’s) feelings ahead of 
the music, Mr. Wolf felt motivated to practice for this mentor. Mr. Wolf, Mrs. Tanner, 
and Ms. Shaw all openly expressed great belief in their students’ musical abilities.  
With this great belief in students, Mr. Wolf, Mrs. Tanner, and Ms. Shaw trusted 
that their students would accomplish their assigned tasks. As an outside observer, one 
might speculate that having trust in students is a key component to becoming more SC. 
Mrs. Ebert spoke of her controlling nature in rehearsal as a factor in limiting her SC 
approach. Mr. Goodall seemed less confident that his students would fully understand 6/8 
time concept if he were to implement a SC approach for teaching 6/8 time. Nevertheless, 
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Mr. Wolf implored educators to just try and learn to trust students and themselves. Doing 
so alleviates the stress of micromanaging the learning process. 
Enjoyment of making music should be at the forefront of orchestra programs. 
Sadly, Mr. Wolf and Mrs. Tanner did not always experience encouragement from their 
high school orchestra programs as students. All educators interviewed mentioned fun as a 
goal that all orchestra educators should strive for. Fun should not be used as a student 
enrollment retention tool, but rather a way to maintain sanity for both students and 
educators. Mrs. Ebert spoke of choosing repertoire that was pleasurable for students and 
teachers because she knew her students would not practice music they did not like. A 
similar sentiment was expressed by Mr. Wolf. This raises the question about the 
relationship between music content/repertoire, student practice, enjoyment, TC, and SC 
approaches. 
Mr. Wolf and Mrs. Ebert noted that their students did not practice music they did 
not like. A common complaint among music educators is that their students do not 
practice enough. Because students did not practice enough, Mrs. Ebert felt the need to 
provide direct instruction. Could complex music content or difficulty have an impact on 
SC implementation? Mr. Goodall felt it was necessary to use direct instruction to teach 
6/8 time music concept because students had little experience with 6/8 time. If music 
repertoire is too difficult or new for students, teachers will need to provide a large amount 
of scaffolding or direct instruction. New music or difficult music concepts force 
educators to focus on teaching content to students rather than allowing students to 
explore, experiment, or refine easier musical content. If educators chose easier music 
content or introduced concepts at less overwhelming rates, students could be trusted to 
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take newly learned concepts and apply or manipulate in various contexts independently. 
Mrs. Tanner spoke of giving just a, “nugget” of information and seeing what students 
could do with that information. If educators give too much information at once, this 
leaves very little room for students to grow independently. Otherwise, students might 
become discouraged to explore music independently without teacher scaffolding. Thus, 
educators create learning situations where students are dependent on the educator.  
Mr. Wolf, Mrs. Tanner, and Ms. Shaw’s students looked happy and engaged in 
the teaching clips. These three educators also looked happy directing their lessons. Ms. 
Shaw finds teaching intellectually stimulating and is driven by new and enjoyable ways 
of teaching. By Mr. Goodall’s account, some students were hyperactive and some looked 
disengaged. Mrs. Ebert’s two recorded lessons did not capture students’ demeanor. 
Summary 
This chapter presented common themes among interviewed educators through 
cross-case analysis. In-depth examinations of five NYS public-school orchestra educators 
found (a) The Past; (b) School Operation and Community; (c) Concerts, Content, and 
Curriculum; (d) Students; (e) Professional Development; (f) Knowledge of TC/SC; and 
(g) Experience and Enjoyment as common themes mentioned when rationalizing 
pedagogy and implementing TC/SC approaches. Although similarities were found among 
educators, their differences shed light on why some orchestra educators choose to teach 









The purpose of this study was to explore five New York State (NYS) public-
school orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy and their rationale for 
choosing their teaching method. Thirteen orchestra educators provided additional 
information about factors that influence their pedagogy through a demographic inventory 
survey open-ended response. Findings from survey responses, in-depth interviews, and 
cross-case analyses suggest (a) The Past; (b) School Operation and Community; (c) 
Concerts, Content, and Curriculum; (d) Students; (e) Professional Development; (f) 
Knowledge of TC/SC; and (g) Experience and Enjoyment influence orchestra educators’ 
pedagogical rationale and implementation of TC/SC approaches. As a NYS public-school 
orchestra educator, I see parallels and contradictions between my experiences and other 
educators’ experiences when faced with pedagogical decisions. This chapter discusses 
my interpretation of findings from Chapters IV and V in relation to the literature review 
presented in Chapter II.  
Status of Orchestra 
 The traditional structure of orchestra remains intact (i.e., rehearsing large 
ensembles in a semi-circle, conductor/educator teaching from the podium, students 
performing instruments when called upon). Gillespie and Hamann (1998) published a 
quantitative study on the status of orchestra programs in public-schools. Some findings 
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indicated: One-fifth of the orchestra educators at the time had five or less years of 
teaching experience, student participation in school orchestras have grown since the mid-
1980s; one-third of orchestra educators at the time did not, “principally” play a string 
instrument, and hiring of orchestra educators remained stagnant even though student 
enrollment has risen (Gillespie & Hamann, 1998, p. 84). Gillespie and Hamann’s (1998) 
findings suggested the majority of orchestra educators in 1998 had six or more years of 
teaching experience; many of these educators were not primarily string instrumentalists, 
and demand for orchestra educators was high. 
 Educators in this study are part of the cohort filling the orchestra educator void 
noted by Gillespie and Hamann (1998) over 20 years ago. To this day, educators 
interviewed in this study echoed the same concerns Gillespie and Hamann raised. With 
staffing limitations, student enrollment in orchestra ensembles continues to grow. High 
student enrollment is a critical concern related to this study because larger class sizes 
meant orchestra educators experienced limitations when trying to implement instruction 
of their choice. For educators to maintain a sense of order in their classroom, educators 
chose TC direct-instruction for its efficiency and productivity.  
Similar to Gillespie and Hamann’s (1998) note on educators teaching outside of 
their primary instrument, Mr. Wolf called attention to his five predecessors’ lack of string 
orchestra education knowledge as a source of program inadequacy within his district. The 
educators interviewed in this study entered and graduated from music education 
programs as string instrumentalists. Many contemporary orchestra educators, including 
the author of this study, maintain rehearsal norms such as teaching in a semi-circle with 
centralized focus on the conductor. Mr. Goodall aptly described expectations of his 
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colleagues, administrators, and community on what an orchestra program should look 
like and how it should be taught because a working system has been in place for so many 
years.  
Where Does Pedagogical Choice Begin? 
 Education scholars found that many teachers teach in the way they were taught 
because of their own experiences as learners (Broudy, 1963; Gage, 2009; Gaskins & 
Elliot, 1991; Lyons, 1997). While educators in this study cited their experience as grade 
school students as having an influence on their teaching approach, Mrs. Tanner and Mr. 
Wolf noted educators who provided negative examples of teaching. Mrs. Tanner and Mr. 
Wolf observed educators who they would not emulate. Such decisions about pedagogy 
confirms Board’s (1990) and Richards’s (1998) findings that educators form their own 
ideas of teaching and learning while observing teachers who taught them. Ms. Shaw also 
brought up educators that demonstrated teaching approaches that she was not fond of. 
Educators in this study were also influenced by their teacher preparation programs, as 
Metallidou (2009) described. However, pedagogical choice was an ongoing process, as 
educators faced changes in student population, community, and in the music education 
profession.  
 The concept of choice and decision-making implies the existence of multiple 
options (Chua & Iyengar, 2008). In this multiple-case study, educators cited multiple 
pedagogical approaches in teaching and multiple sources that informed pedagogical 
decision. Although TC and SC approaches can be viewed as binaries, Zeichner and 
Liston (2014) reminded us that educators utilize many teaching methods simultaneously. 
Findings in this study suggest TC and SC pedagogical approaches were both necessary in 
  
264 
reciprocal fashion because both approaches addressed student and program needs. This 
study confirms Zeichner and Liston’s (2014) claim that some educators do not view 
themselves as using a single method.  
Cuban’s (2009) observation and critique of education policy makers’ attempt to 
infuse progressive teaching in the 20th century was confirmed in conversations with Mrs. 
Tanner and Ms. Shaw. Cuban’s (2009) historical research of TC and SC teaching 
approaches was paralleled with the culture wars and civil rights movement of the 1960s 
and political divide between progressives and conservatives since 1970.  
   By the early 1980s, most elementary and a smaller number of secondary 
teachers had blended certain student-centered and teacher-centered classroom 
practices into hybrids of teacher-centered progressivism. (Cuban, 2009, p. 8) 
  
The influx of educational experimenting and accountability of the 1980s saw greater 
acknowledgement of SC approaches (Cuban, 2009).  
Ms. Shaw, Mrs. Tanner, and Mr. Wolf noted that they teach with the whole child 
in mind. Cuban (2009) claimed, “Teachers see children and youth as more than so many 
freestanding brains; they know their students bring to school an array of physical, 
psychological, emotional, and intellectual needs plus experiences that require both 
nurturing and prodding” (p. 5). Mrs. Tanner mentioned that her current approach is 
efficient and effective. Although Mrs. Tanner admitted that her instruction was driven by 
her traditional vision of orchestra, students’ personalities, abilities, musical capabilities, 
among many other learner traits were at the heart of her lessons. Mr. Wolf wanted to 
show his students, “how awesome orchestra is.” Ms. Shaw noted that she does not teach 
with SC approaches for the sake of, “democratizing orchestra,” but because SC 
approaches are educative and effective.  
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Pedagogical decisions stem from many sources (Chua & Iyengar, 2008; 
Fitzgibbons, 1981; Shavelson & Stern, 1981; Starkey, 2010). All the educators in this 
study confirmed scholars’ notion that personal beliefs were a large part of decision-
making (Fitzgibbons, 1981; Pedersen & Liu, 2003; Snider & Roehl, 2007). In the most 
simplistic form, educators considered antecedent conditions, thought of their own 
teaching characteristics, selected content, assessed students’ performance/needs, and 
evaluated classroom instruction/interactions, thus arriving at new conditions, at which 
point the cycle repeated itself (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). In the larger view of 
pedagogical decisions, educators maintained personal beliefs after having weighed their 
lived experiences as truths. Within educators’ lived experiences were decisions guided by 
(a) teaching they’ve experienced as students and educators; (b) normative views; (c) 
educational, philosophical, and moral arguments; (d) obligation as educators; and (e) 
speculative learning outcomes (Fitzgibbons, 1981; Green, 1999).  
Educators entered this study with varying experiences and a common 
understanding of the traditional orchestra classroom structure. Normative views were 
shaped by empirical beliefs (Fitzgibbons, 1981). Fitzgibbons described empirical beliefs 
as conceptualizations held to be truths through observations. Orchestra educators 
arranged students in layered semi-circle seating facing the same direction because this 
was how orchestras were historically physically structured, not because educators in this 
study personally generated the construct. Educators in this study did, however, construct 
their own creative solutions because they felt a personal, philosophical, and moral 
responsibility. Some of these creative solutions were responses to contextual factors (e.g., 
school environment, relationships with colleagues and students) and educative views. 
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All educators referenced learning outcomes in their pedagogical decisions. 
Educators chose to implement a particular teaching approach because they experienced 
success with the approach in the past and they recognized the appropriateness in 
application. However, educators also speculated about learning outcomes of certain SC 
approaches. All educators anticipated higher rates of ineffectiveness in larger SC 
application (e.g., giving 45 students full reign of orchestra rehearsal as described in my 
Lord of the Flies narrative in Chapter I). Similar to Yinger’s (1977) levels of time 
constraints in teacher planning, there were micro and macro levels in making pedagogical 
decisions. 
Forces at Work 
  Although pedagogical choice is within educators’ control, there were many 
elements within their school operation and community that also impacted their 
instruction. The idea of orchestra was established in educators by the time they graduated 
from grade school and college. Upon entering their public-school post, a music culture 
was already established among veteran educators/colleagues. School culture and the 
effects on educators have been discussed by Apple (2004), Fitzhenry (2010), and 
Grossman and Thompson (2004). Aside from a few disagreements with colleagues about 
teaching approach and access to resources, educators remain respectful of the established 
culture, but some were wary of perpetuating tradition. Apple (2004) and Freire (2000) 
warned of schools and people in power of reproducing social patterns because such 
structures usually suppress a population of people. Two groups of people experienced 
such oppression in this multiple-case study, students and educators. 
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 Students are vulnerable to oppression because they are likely unaware of 
orchestral culture. Public-schools generally do not enforce orchestra curricula to produce 
professional instrumentalists. However, educators might take a hard line approach in 
achieving their perceived notion of musical excellence. Freire (2005) saw a population’s 
unawareness as a source of oppression. Similarly, in the field of teaching, orchestra 
educators are faced with following curricula that emphasizes Western music constructs. 
As Ms. Shaw said, “We [educators] don’t come from a student-centered heritage in 
Western European classical music.” The content itself is embedded in traditional TC 
practices, reiterating Apple’s (2004) point of the hidden curriculum.  
Apple (2004) and Ms. Shaw’s observation of the TC heritage within Western 
classical music suggests pedagogical choice and options are somewhat pre-determined. 
Pre-determined structures and limited choice is illustrated in the idea of, “choice 
architecture” (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009, p. 85). Thaler and Sunstein (2009) use the term, 
“choice architect” to describe people who indirectly influence the choices of other people 
(p. 85). Based on the influences of choice architects, “choice architecture” is the 
environment in which people function (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009, p. 85). In a study on 
organ donation and default options, Johnson and Goldstein (2003) found that 42% of 
people consented to organ donation when presented with an option to enroll in organ 
donation. In another scenario, 82% of people knowingly or unknowingly consented to 
organ donation when given the choice to withdraw (Johnson & Goldstein, 2003). Organ 
donation is usually a decision made by checking a box when obtaining a driver’s license 
in the United States. Thaler and Sunstein (2009) noted that more people willingly or 
unwillingly consented to organ donation in Johnson and Goldstein’s (2003) research 
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because many people will choose the path of least resistance. “Behavioral tendencies 
toward doing nothing will be reinforced if the default option comes with some implicit or 
explicit suggestion that it represents the normal or even the recommended course of 
action” (Thaler & Sustein, 2009, p. 85). Perhaps it is just easier to conform to an 
orchestra structure we know? 
Comfort with conformity is at the center of Allsup’s (2015) argument in regard to 
the problem of routine expertise. The idiom, “If it is not broken, don’t fix it” fits with 
Mrs. Tanner’s reflection on using TC over SC approaches. She said, 
   I don’t feel like they’re [students] missing anything by my not doing that 
[student-centered teaching]. And now that I’m thinking about it more, if I had 
more time, there are other things I would go to rather than more student-centered 
learning. 
 
According to Mrs. Tanner, it did not matter what route educators and students took to 
learn the same content. Mrs. Tanner did not criticize SC approaches, but did not see a 
necessity for SC approaches. Mrs. Tanner recognized her track record as enough proof 
for sustaining her teaching approach. 
Sense of Self 
 Perhaps the most significant force at work when choosing pedagogy is ourselves. 
Educators recognized their superior knowledge and rehearsal organization compared to 
students as grounds for implementing TC approaches. Mr. Wolf recounted scripting 
lesson plans as a rigid approach to teaching because educators might disregard much 
organic dialogue between students. But Mr. Goodall would argue that class time is 
limited so organic dialogue might be inefficient. There are two ways to conceive of the 
time factor in orchestral teaching. One is class time, a parameter Holoboff (2015) has 
studied. The other is the “chronosystem” (Bronfenbrenner, 2005, p. 6), which seemed to 
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be central to Ms. Shaw’s thinking. Educators also dominate class conversations because 
they can anticipate issues more readily than students. This resembles Jorgensen’s (2003; 
2014) observation that novice educators retreat to their comfort zone and rarely test 
teaching boundaries. Educators tend to teach what they know rather than risk the prospect 
of failing when exploring new approaches. Failure, however, is an experience educators 
in this study said they are willing to accept.  
 Most educators in this study identified their teaching as a combination of TC and 
SC approaches. Educators decided when it was appropriate to implement TC and/or SC 
approaches. This reflects Cuban’s (2009), Jackson’s (1986), and Willower’s (1975) views 
that teaching approaches are rarely pigeonholed into one category but are situated along a 
continuum. Zeichner and Liston (2014) suggested that a false dichotomy exists when 
discussing TC and SC methods because some educators are unaware of the terminology 
or teach without consciously labeling themselves. Mrs. Tanner did not identify as using 
either TC or SC approaches, but saw that her approach was mostly teacher-based/teacher-
centric.  
 More recently, Bautista, Toh, Mancenido, and Wong (2018) found that, 
“educators’ genuine interest in exploring students’ musical ideas and fostering 
collaboration and creativity, led to the enactment of student-centricity” (p. 1). Ms. Shaw 
and Mr. Wolf held genuine beliefs that orchestra is a shared space with a mission to 
empower student autonomy. As noted in Chapter V, educators’ attitude towards their 
mission, role, and students’ abilities was a strong agent in pedagogical choice. Bautista et 
al. (2018) also found that terms such as, “excellent,” “perfect,” or “best practices,” were 
unrealistic when describing teaching approaches because educational settings differ (p. 
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21). Besides teaching attitudes, all educators’ teaching situations and conditions varied in 
this study. Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall believed their students were fully capable of 
managing SC activities, but Mrs. Ebert and Mr. Goodall noted that SC approaches are not 
easily implemented as proposed in many professional publications (e.g., peer reviewed 
journals and teacher preparation textbooks). 
Student-Centered Orchestra 
 In our in-depth interview, Mrs. Tanner asked, “What do you mean by student-
centered?” Ms. Shaw also asked a similar question. Brown (2008) defined SC instruction 
as, “planning, teaching, and assessments [that] revolve around needs and abilities of 
students…This does not mean students are in control of the classroom, but rather that 
they have some influence in the decisions made about their learning” (p. 30-31) within 
music ensemble contexts. Orchestra educators in this study provided various examples of 
SC learning. Educators in this study had different views of SC approaches. Some 
examples of SC approaches provided by educators were as follows: (a) having student 
conductors leading warm-ups, (b) listening to students in rehearsal/instrumental lessons 
for feedback, (c) arranging small group activities, (d) giving students just enough 
information to explore, and (e) engaging in dialogue with students about 
content/repertoire. 
 The SC approaches listed were used occasionally with TC approaches. The 
mixture of TC and SC approaches resembled Cuban’s (2009) observation of nearly 500 
elementary and secondary classrooms. Although educators are incorporating more SC 
activities or progressive classroom arrangements (i.e., students facing one-another, or 
think-pair-share), educators are still pressured to adhere to district and state curricular 
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standards (Cuban, 2009). Educators in this study were expected to produce concerts for 
the public to see. Cuban’s (2009) historical review of SC approaches found progressive 
ideas and language slowly, “penetrating” curriculum standards, textbooks, and teacher 
manuals since the twentieth century (p. 31). The earliest student-centered orchestra study 
I found was of Petters (1976). Petters compared two groups of orchestra students. One 
group (control) experienced traditional TC teaching approaches. The other group 
(experiment) experienced SC learning. Petters admitted to having little experience in 
offering SC instruction. Petters’s main SC approach was to have more dialogue with 
students about the musical content. Students in the experimental group expressed 
dissatisfaction with the approach and remarked, “Do we have to talk? Let’s play” 
(Petters, 1976, p. 186).  
Nearly half a century later, more has been written about incorporating SC learning 
in music ensembles (Brown, 2008; Gilbert, 2016; Scruggs, 2009) similar to that of 
progressive ideas finding its way into other disciplines. Educators in this study shared 
varying degrees of SC approaches. SC orchestral learning can mean a teacher giving a 
small piece of information and letting students explore and experiment in other contexts. 
Another example of SC orchestra learning is having students evaluate each other and 
holding discussions about each other’s performances. A more independent SC orchestra 
approach is having students work in unsupervised groups. An advanced SC orchestra 
approach is having students conduct one another while the teacher participates as an 
instrumentalist in the ensemble. Perhaps the most extreme SC orchestra approach is when 
the teacher participates as an instrumentalist without saying a word throughout the lesson. 
Mrs. Ebert, Mr. Goodall, and Mr. Wolf envisaged such extreme SC approaches in their 
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interviews, but would not entertain the application of these approaches because they felt 
their orchestra was not ready for this level of SC approach. Similar to Cuban’s (2009) 
view of educators straddling a TC/SC continuum, orchestra educators in this study 
incorporated varying degrees of SC when they saw apt opportunities to do so. 
Whose Orchestra? 
Educators spoke of poverty in their communities, student engagement, resources, 
philosophical dilemmas, creative aspirations, and much more. Who is really in charge of 
learning and where is all the attention going? Some educators had full control of their 
class while other educators had the full trust of their class. In 2007, Khodyakov published 
a study on the intra-organizational cooperation and coordination within the Orpheus 
Chamber Orchestra (OCO). OCO is a conductor-less orchestra and can be viewed as a 
professional example of a SC orchestra. Khodyakov (2007) cited, “control” and “trust” 
(p. 1) as dual processes required to achieve a conductor-less orchestra structure. 
 Khodyakov (2007) observed that control exists in OCO because its musicians 
have built a culture with governance strategies. For example, when OCO employs 
substitute musicians, mechanisms are in place to ensure substitute musicians express their 
opinions within the established respectful communication guidelines. Another control 
mechanism is OCO’s resolutions to artistic debates. Khodyakov found that OCO 
recognizes artistic disagreements as sources of animosity among musicians. Thus, OCO 
implements a rotation of core groups, creating a temporary hierarchy to maintain civil 
discourse. 
 Public-school orchestras have control mechanisms in place to maintain order and 
procedures as well. But many public-school orchestras implementing traditional 
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structures follow the same narrowly defined jurisdictions that Khodyakov (2007) found 
in his study. Within traditional orchestras, “musicians play on their instruments, 
conductors lead the orchestra, and management solves financial and logistical problems” 
(Khodyakov, 2007, p. 15). Instead of management solving public-school orchestras’ 
financial and logistical problems, often times administrators or orchestra teachers will 
solve the financial and logistical issues themselves.  
 Khodyakov (2007) observed trust at work when OCO requires musicians to, 
“know what role their parts play and how each part is related” (p. 12). OCO musicians 
also build trust by knowing each musician studied the score before rehearsals. The 
rotational core of musicians creating a temporary hierarchy requires flexibility and 
readiness among OCO musicians to become leaders and followers. However, there are 
two levels of trust, “goodwill trust” and “competence trust” (Khodyakov, 2007, p. 13). 
Goodwill trust is where all musicians agree and are committed to performing beyond the 
expectations of a traditional orchestra. Competence trust is an agreement among 
musicians that they will embrace risks in performing technically difficult programs.  
 Public-school orchestra educators expressed varying levels of trust between 
themselves and students. While Mrs. Ebert admitted to having a controlling nature in her 
classroom, all educators spoke of trust and student behaviors in the same vein. Mrs. 
Ebert’s controlling nature stems from taking measures to avoid failure. Both Mrs. Ebert 
and Mr. Wolf recalled TC approaches being implemented in instances of poorly behaved 
students. Ms. Shaw continues to work on building trust with her students so they can 
have more student-led activities and cooperative experiences. Khodyakov (2007) left us 
with this thought: 
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   Orpheus was originally founded on ideals of artistic freedom, participation and 
rejection of hierarchical control. [OCO] musicians, however, quickly learned that 
despite the benefits of democracy and trust-based governance, successful long-
term collaboration requires that certain limitations be imposed on musicians’ 
behavior. Orpheus members also realized that reliance on control-based 
mechanisms is successful only if musicians trust that these limitations are 
imposed to facilitate creative decision making and ensure the orchestra’s long-
term future. (p. 15) 
 
Even adults need checks and balances on behavior.  
Students grow, people change, and behavior is especially unpredictable through 
grade school. I am not suggesting that public-school orchestras aspire to OCO’s 
organizational structure to achieve SC teaching approaches, but participants in this study 
suggested issues within TC/SC approaches stem from an inability to achieve the balance 
of control/trust that OCO established. Recognizing tension or balance in regard to 
control/trust seems to decentralize possession of the orchestra. 
OCO resembles that of a public-school orchestra educator using both TC and SC 
approaches. Participants in this study developed TC learning structures in an effort to 
reach a point where they can trust their students to collaborate and learn independently 
from one another. 
Seeing is Believing 
Educators teach within the orchestra paradigm established by their schools. A 
culture has been established even before an educator sets foot into his/her building. 
Public-schools hire orchestra educators similar to how OCO hires its substitute 
musicians. There is an expectation of content knowledge, culture, and standard function. 
When orchestra educators graduate from college to enter the K-12 teaching workforce, 
educators often enter K-12 school systems that have a similar vision of orchestra as 
college/higher education systems. This is because many primary, secondary, and higher 
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education institutions see the need to align learning in schools with experiences in real 
life. Schools have also partnered with professionals to emphasize real-world experiences. 
The orchestra for this matter contains hierarchal structures in the real-world; thus, many 
learning institutions maintain this arrangement.  
Orchestra educators see and experience orchestra in traditional forms more often 
than non-traditional forms. Estes (2004) argued that,  
   Most experiential educators and students operating in Western educational 
traditions are socialized into epistemologies that value teachers as authorities, so 
neither teachers or students are aware of this inconsistency. (p. 143)  
 
The idea that a person is appointed to facilitate or dictate instruction immediately 
validates that person’s authority. Educators in this study presented pedagogical views that 
resembled Bruner’s (1996) idea of, “folk pedagogy,” a form of pedagogy with cultural 
influence (p. 44). Educators saw how the orchestra operates; as a result, educators use an 
experienced approach to teach orchestra. The cycle is perpetuated. 
Estes (2004) suggested educators aware of such power dynamic or inconsistencies 
in TC approaches might make conscious efforts to promote SC approaches. The 
oppression Mr. Wolf experienced was enough to warn him against recreating a TC 
dictatorship in his orchestra class. But had Mr. Wolf not been reflective or sensitive to 
oppression, would Mr. Wolf have inevitably recreated the same oppressive dynamic 
Friere (2000) warned against? Perhaps educators must see professional and public-school 
orchestras operating successfully in non-traditional ways to be convinced of its worth. 
Teaching public-school orchestra in non-traditional ways might shift students’ 
conceptualization of orchestra. If students experience orchestra in non-traditional ways, 
students might grow up viewing orchestra as a shared experience. Grade school students 
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are currently participants and consumers of orchestra and some will eventually become 
orchestra educators. I imagine SC educators would like to see grade-school students as 
educators promoting dialogue and shared musical experiences in the future. 
It is not enough to see SC music learning in higher education. Pre- and in-service 
educators would benefit from witnessing and experiencing SC learning more often to 
believe in its mission and efficacy. In 2017, the New York State Education Department 
published a new set of learning standards for the arts. The standards included, “Emerging 
Ensembles” as one of its music strands (NYSED, 2017, p. 2). Emerging ensembles 
recognize and invite innovation, integration, and inclusion that music scholars (Allsup, 
2003, 2016; Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Jaffurs, 2004; Väkevä, 2010; Westurlund, 2006) 
called for since the term garage band became a symbol for teenage musical activity 
without adult intervention. Including emerging ensembles as a standard officially adopted 
by NYS is a step towards legitimizing non-traditional forms of music. 
Communicating Information 
 Educators in this study expressed disseminating accurate information as a primary 
rationale for TC approaches. Mr. Goodall said that because students cannot read about 
playing an instrument to learn how to play their instrument, he felt compelled to tell 
students how to play. Mrs. Tanner’s, “nugget of information” was mentioned in Chapter 
IV and V to highlight her role as the person with the information. Ms. Shaw aptly 
described how information applicable to one student might not apply to another. Or 




The issue of students not knowing requires some level of TC intervention. 
Andrews (2013) wrote how it is the educator’s responsibility to provide scaffolding 
support to students or else students will not have the means to progress towards 
autonomy. In a sense, accurate information is necessary. Regardless, educators are still in 
control because educators decide scaffolding content. Andrews (2013) followed the 
previous thought with, “The responsibility of the teacher is to ensure that the scaffold is a 
support rather than a cage and that pupils are given frequent opportunities to stand on 
their ‘own two feet’” (p. 147). Andrews (2013) and Friere (2000) suggested that even 
scaffolds can be manipulated as an oppressive teaching tool. Reid (2001) suggested 
teachers inhibit student experimentation due to the prescribed curriculum and the nature 
of technical training. Reid’s study found sequential levels of learning music. Based on the 
idea of instruction sequencing, Reid found educators willing to promote student 
autonomy only after having provided thorough basic skills training to students. 
Happiness 
 Although this study is not focused on career satisfaction, educators interviewed in 
this study spoke of personal and students’ happiness as a factor affecting pedagogy. 
Educators experienced happiness in different parts of their career and daily teaching 
operation. Some educators contemplated their students’ happiness as well as their own. 
Ms. Shaw sought intellectual stimulation in achieving orchestra performance excellence 
by way of traditional and non-traditional approaches. Ms. Shaw was (and continues to be 
at the time of this study) inspired by colleagues, social media, and her travels to 
conferences in seeing how other educators teach. One of the reasons why Ms. Shaw 
moved from her previous school district to her new district is because she saw her 
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teaching philosophy misaligned with how her previous school district scheduled students’ 
orchestra participation. 
 Mrs. Ebert spoke of choosing repertoire that she and her orchestra students would 
like to perform so that both parties could be happy. As Mr. Wolf mentioned, students will 
not practice music they do not like. Mr. Wolf gravitated more towards student 
consideration when he asked students to vote on concert music repertoire. Both Mrs. 
Ebert and Mr. Wolf spoke of, “give and take” between themselves and students. While 
most of their orchestra students want to perform popular genre music, Mr. Wolf 
programmed one or two pieces from earlier periods (e.g., classical, or baroque) as a way 
to compromise with students. Mr. Wolf said that classical music is a necessity, not just 
because he likes music composed by J. S. Bach, but because musicians should have some 
exposure to historical music periods. Rotjan (2017) recommended having extensive 
conversations with students about the repertoire they perform. Not just for concert 
presentation, but for “knowledge of history, culture, and everyday lives […]. Building 
such a bridge may invite our students to engage more deeply and find a greater sense of 
meaning in the literature we study together” (p. 206).  
 Mrs. Tanner recalled her English teacher and Mr. Wolf mentioned his student-
teaching mentor and how they were drawn to solving challenging teaching situations. At 
some level, all educators interviewed were attracted to the puzzle of teaching. Mr. 
Goodall reflected on past practice and his knowledge of students to see whether he would 
be teaching using a paper/pencil theoretical approach or aural approach. Mrs. Tanner 
seemed content with her admitted level of teacher-centric approach. I can see many 
educators happy with the prospect of conducting at the podium without eliciting student 
  
279 
feedback. Some educators might see this as a problem, but because students, 
administrators, and most stakeholders conceptualize a professional orchestra as having a 
conductor at the podium, the idea that orchestra is completely teacher-centered might 
seem natural. 
Mr. Goodall raised the issue of being confrontational with his school music 
colleagues. In an effort to avoid confrontation, Mr. Goodall did not argue against his 
colleagues’ wishes for him to stop having conductor-less programs on school concerts. 
Mr. Goodall was untenured at the time of that discourse. Even though Ms. Shaw has over 
a decade of teaching experience, she was also untenured at the time of this study. 
Teachers are now required to demonstrate their professionalism (or control and trust with 
students) over a four-year period to earn tenure in NYS public-schools. Mr. Goodall and 
Ms. Shaw kept clear of confrontation so their colleagues were happy with maintaining a 
sense of continuity. Do we need a mutual agreement between traditional and non-
traditional educators? Are there issues of TC and SC educators coexisting? What happens 
when educators’ teaching philosophies misalign with those of their schools’? Hawkins 
(2014) famously resigned from her teaching post because she was dissatisfied with state 
mandated testing caused by No Child Left Behind legislation and Common-Core 
Standards. Resignation might have been a way for Hawkins to maintain her integrity, 
philosophical stance, and overall well-being. 
Freedom 
Are influences real or just in my head? I conducted research by asking 
participants about their perceived influences on pedagogy so influences must be real, 
right? Influences are very real, but at the end of the day, educators have a choice. Perhaps 
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pedagogical choice, in any given circumstance, is power vested in educators. Early in my 
career, I received a quote printed on a pink piece of paper from my school principal. The 
quote is from Ginott’s Teacher and Child (1972). It read: 
   I’ve come to a frightening conclusion that I am the decisive element in the 
classroom. It’s my personal approach that creates the climate. It’s my daily mood 
that makes the weather. As a teacher, I possess tremendous power to make a 
child’s life miserable or joyous. I can be a tool of torture or an instrument of 
inspiration. I can humiliate or humor, hurt or heal. In all situations, it is my 
response that decides whether a crisis will be escalated or de-escalated and a child 
humanized or de-humanized. (p. 15) 
 
I wondered if the quote was just meant for me. Had I humiliated a student? Luckily, I saw 
the same pink piece of paper in my colleagues’ mailbox. Educators have choices. 
However, choices mean there are multiple paths. The paths discussed in this study asked 
whether educators are able to teach using TC and/or SC approaches. This study also 
asked what educators believe influence their teaching approaches. 
I believe the conversation ultimately shifts to orchestra educators’ freedom. Are 
NYS public-school orchestra educators free to make pedagogical decisions? Do educators 
feel they are being held back from their pedagogical choice? These are questions worth 
asking as Greene (1988) warned, “When people cannot name alternatives, imagine a 
better state of things, share with others a project of change, they are likely to remain 
anchored or submerged, even as they proudly assert their autonomy” (p. 9). When newly 
certified educators enter the teaching profession, are veteran educators threatened by the 
prospect of change? In speaking with Mrs. Tanner, an educator with over two decades of 
teaching experience, she seemed fine and almost expects orchestra to be the same 
between now and her retirement. Just imagine new educators coming into the profession 
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without implementing their innovative tools and ideas (i.e., online classroom, student-led 
assessment, or garage band projects). Where would we be then? 
Greene’s (1988) chapter on multiplicities, pluralities, and a common world 
reminds us of slavery in the U.S., Anti-Semitism, religious, racial and immigration 
injustices. Greene highlights the tensions and the journeys taken by people not only to 
assimilate to American customs, but to participate in civic life. As people searched for 
freedom in the U.S., they were met with obstacles at nearly every corner. Greene (1988) 
wrote of the irony that even schools emphasized, “assimilation and Americanization […] 
since the dominant concern was to usher all children into the ways of life and thinking 
associated with the society as it existed” (p. 111-112). 
 When new music educators enter the teaching profession, do veteran educators 
expect new educators to undergo a certain level of assimilation or training? This 
discussion is not meant to stir up arguments between veteran and new educators. After 
all, the distinctive trait of public-school education is the fact that this is a place where the 
past, the present, and the future come together. Educators in this study suggested 
negotiating with traditional norms to infuse new teaching approaches. Greene (1988) 
wrote, “For many [enslaved], it begins to seem impossible to breathe without achieving 
freedom; so they come together deliberately to make the necessary space” (p. 115). In 
other words, people facing oppression might find each other to generate reform, if this is 
any consolation.  
So What… 
Palmer (2007) offers some encouraging words of advice to help educators 
navigate through the messiness of the teaching landscape. Although educators usually 
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teach alone, colleagues are necessary. We can become so lost in our own thoughts that 
we forget how the collective experiences of our colleagues are likely the best resources in 
addressing teaching issues (Palmer, 2007). Other barriers “come partly from competition 
that keeps us fragmented by fear” (Palmer, 2007, p. 146). Difficult conversations are 
inevitable with colleagues (including school administrators) especially when those 
initiating conversations know they will be met with opposition. So it may be helpful to 
initiate conversations with open-minds in trying to understand why opposition exists. In 
trying to understand why educators choose TC approaches over SC approaches, I learned 
to appreciate what TC approaches offer. My personal mission to adopt more SC 
approaches requires courage and trust between students and myself. 
I care about what my colleagues think of my teaching. I want to contribute to the 
profession. Entering the teaching profession is very similar to Greene’s (1988) 
description of coming to America. We bring various perspectives and experiences to our 
school. Mr. Goodall spoke of being on better terms with his colleagues after sharing 
teaching ideas. Palmer (2007) wrote, “The growth of any craft depends on shared practice 
and honest dialogue among the people who do it” (p. 148). 
I am interested to see how orchestras evolve or remain the same as we approach 
the 22nd century. If some educators are exposing their student musicians to SC activities, 
might we see more orchestras adopting structures similar to that of OCO? Greene (1988) 
left us with this final thought in The Dialectic of Freedom:  
   Teachers, like their students, have to learn to love the questions, as they come to 
realize that there can be no final agreements or answers, no final 
commensurability. […] Spaces have to be opened in the schools and around the 





 Parallels and contradictions were drawn between my experiences and other 
educators’ experiences when faced with pedagogical decisions. This chapter discussed 
my interpretation of findings from Chapters IV and V in relation to the literature review 
presented in Chapter II. Additional literature was examined to shed light on issues with 
social and cultural norms of public-school orchestral pedagogy. Although (a) The Past; 
(b) School Operation and Community; (c) Concerts, Content, and Curriculum; (d) 
Students; (e) Professional Development; (f) Knowledge of TC/SC; and (g) Experience 
and Enjoyment were themes orchestra educators cited as influences on pedagogy and 
TC/SC instruction implementation, issues such as power dynamics between people (i.e., 
students/teachers; teachers/teachers; conductor/orchestra musicians) and orchestra 






SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Summary 
The purpose of this multiple-case study was to explore five New York State 
(NYS) public-school orchestra educators’ perceptions of influences on pedagogy, their 
rationale for choosing their teaching method, and how influences affect their 
implementation of TC and/or SC instruction. A qualitative multiple-case study approach 
was chosen to acquire insight into educators’ experiences through document reviews, 
observations, and interviews (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In the process of recruiting 
participants for the study, a demographic inventory survey was sent to 422 public-school 
orchestra educators listed in the 2017-2018 New York State School Music Association 
(NYSSMA) directory. Part of the demographic inventory survey contained an open-
ended question (research question one): What influences your orchestra classroom 
pedagogy? Why are these influences important to you?  
Thirteen orchestra educators responded to the demographic inventory survey. 
Four main categories of concern appeared among the responses: Content (subject), 
Educator, School Operation, and Student. Based on content analysis and frequency 
evaluation, there are twice as many factors related to Content, Educator, and School 
Operation compared to Students (see Table 3 in Chapter IV). Survey respondents also 
commented two to nearly four times as frequently about themselves, Content, and School 
Operation factors compared to student-related factors (see Table 4 in Chapter IV). The 
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study then transitioned to extensive data collection after criterion-based research 
participant selection. Eight public-school orchestra educators met the minimum research 
participation criteria. Invitations to participate in this study were sent to all eight 
educators. All eight educators committed to participate in the study; however, three 
educators withdrew during the data collection phase due to various reasons.  
A multiple-case study commenced with five NYS public-school orchestra 
educators. Data collection from five orchestra educators consisted of document reviews, 
teaching observations, self-reflection reviews, and two semi-structured interviews. 
Conversations with research participants about this study also occurred outside of formal 
interviews and were included as data. Field notes were made on documents (lesson plan, 
curricular guides, lesson worksheets), recorded teaching footage, and educators’ recorded 
self-reflections. Interviews were transcribed by the researcher. Transcribed interviews 
were coded (initial, focused, and axial) for analysis. Field notes, large portions of 
interview transcripts, and my synthesis of coded interview transcripts were sent to 
participants as part of the member checking process. Participants were asked to review 
my field notes and findings (as they related to this study’s research questions) to verify 
the trustworthiness and accounts at which their experiences were interpreted. All five 
participants completed the member checking process with me and gave me permission to 




Research Question #1: What Influences Participants’ Orchestra Classroom 
Pedagogy? 
 Twenty-one factors were cited as having an influence on orchestra classroom 
pedagogy by thirteen orchestra educator survey respondents. See Table 2 in Chapter IV 
for the list of factors. Thirty-seven factors were cited by five NYS public-school 
orchestra educators who participated in the multiple-case study interviews and additional 
data collection. The Past; School Operation and Community; Concerts, Content, and 
Curriculum; Students; Professional Development; and Experience and Enjoyment were 
categories that emerged from coding and data analysis. Tables 5 through 10 list factors 
within their common theme/category. The multiple-case study participants’ initials are 





Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy - The Past 
Factor – The Past Educator(s) 
Past mentors BG 
College & professors BG, TE, HT, NS 
Student teaching experience TE, DW 
Observing others teach as professional/student TE, HT, DW, NS 
 
Table 6 
Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy - School Operation and 
Community 
Factor – School Operation and Community Educator(s) 
Teaching & school schedule BG, TE, HT, DW, NS 
Daily school operation/expectations BG 
Classroom space BG, HT, DW 
Workplace Colleagues (Collaboration & Relationships) BG, TE, HT, DW, NS 
Allotted class time BG, TE, HT, DW, NS 
Time (contractual or one point to another) HT, NS 
Community Socioeconomic Status DW, TE 
Community expectation of orchestra NS, BG 
 
Table 7 
Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy - Concerts, Content, and 
Curriculum 
Factor – Concerts, Content, and Curriculum Educator(s) 
Vertical alignment with Elementary, Middle, and High School TE, HT 
Curricular, lesson content, music texts BG, TE, NS 
Concert Repertoire BG, TE 
Concert Preparation BG, TE, DW 






Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy - Students 
Factor – Students Educator(s) 
Students in general NS 
Knowing how students learn BG 
Students’ content understanding BG, NS 
Students’ technical performance abilities & prior knowledge TE, HT, DW, NS 
Students’ zone of proximal development NS 
Student needs DW 
Student independence & collaboration NS 
Assessment & observation of students HT, NS 
Number of students enrolled TE, HT 
Student behavior TE, DW, BG 
 
Table 9 
Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy - Professional Development 
Factor – Professional Development Educator(s) 
Professional music education organizations HT, NS 
Social media NS 
Internet (i.e., YouTube) DW, HT, NS 
Exposure to other educators HT 
 
Table 10 
Factors that Influence Orchestra Classroom Pedagogy - Experience and Enjoyment 
Factor – Experience and Enjoyment Educator(s) 
Teaching experience BG, TE, HT, DW 
Attitude – honesty, trust, belief in students HT, DW, NS 
Feeling of freedom to choose pedagogy HT, NS, TE, DW 
Student enjoyment TE, DW, HT 
Teacher enjoyment TE 
 
 Although Tables 5 through 10 contain similar factors as Table 2, documents, 
teaching observations, educators’ self-reflections, and in-depth interviews provided more 
specific information as to what factors influenced orchestra educators’ classroom 
pedagogy and how participants rationalized/justified their pedagogical choice based on 
pedagogical influences.  
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Research Question #2: How Do Participants Rationalize/Justify Their Pedagogical 
Choice? 
 Regardless of teacher- or student-centered approaches, orchestra educators found 
comfort in their current pedagogical approach because they felt their approach met 
curricular goals, unit/lesson objectives, and stakeholder expectations. For Ms. Shaw and 
Mr. Wolf, teaching using SC approaches was a matter of philosophical and pedagogical 
fulfillment. Evidence showed that Ms. Shaw and Mr. Wolf were more conscious of using 
SC approaches and made efforts to incorporate student-led activities. Mrs. Tanner, Mrs. 
Ebert, and Mr. Goodall acknowledged their approach as being more teacher-centric in 
general. Participants’ rationale/justification of TC and SC pedagogical choices was 
analyzed. 
Data from participants indicated TC approaches were generally used when: 
• New musical content was presented 
• Students had little to no musical content knowledge 
• Students exhibited misbehavior in class 
• Students were in large numbers (e.g., ensemble rehearsal) 
• Educators were still in stages of building trust/rapport with students 
• Educators felt students would provide misleading or incorrect content information 
• Educators felt pressure to conform to school district TC learning/teaching norms 
• Educators had little knowledge of SC approaches 
• Educators felt class time was limited given the amount of content that needed to 
be learned 
 
Data from participants indicated SC approaches were used when: 
• Educators realize the possibility of limiting/suppressing students’ independence 
through TC approaches 
• Encouraging student participation 
• Encouraging student collaboration 
• Educators trusted students to work productively 
• Educators trusted students will share accurate information 
• Educators saw SC approaches implemented successfully in other classrooms 
• Educators were given time to prepare SC activities 
• Students were given enough time to learn musical content independently 
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• Educators took more time to develop professionally (i.e., attending conferences, 
or trading ideas with other educators) 
 
Research participants provided rationale/justification of their TC and SC teaching 
experiences in in-depth interviews. Following our discussions on pedagogical rationale, I 
asked participants to identify factors that influence implementation of TC and/or SC 
instruction. 
Research Question #3: What Influences Participants’ Implementation of TC and/or 
SC instruction? 
 Research question (RQ) #3 differs from RQ #1 because RQ #3 specifically 
addresses influences on the implementation of TC and/or SC instruction. Factors 
influencing orchestra classroom pedagogy (RQ #1) also included factors influencing the 
implementation of TC and/or SC instruction. Table 11 shows factors influencing 





Factors that Influence Implementation of TC and/or SC instruction 
Factors that Influence Implementation of TC and/or SC 
Instruction 
Educator(s) 
Students’ prior content knowledge TE, BG, DW, NS 
Students’ performance skill set TE, BG, DW, HT 
Student behavior TE, BG, DW 
Student engagement BG, DW, HT, NS 
Class size (student enrollment) TE, BG, NS 
Educators’ sense of control/classroom management TE, BG 
Educators’ attitude towards teaching DW, HT, NS 
Educators’ conceptualization of orchestra BG, DW, NS 
Educators’ interpretation of orchestra curricula TE, DW, NS 
Educators’ interest in student feedback TE, DW, NS 
Educators’ teaching experience (habits & discoveries) TE, HT, NS 
Educators’ experience as a grade school student DW 
Relationship/Rapport/Trust between students and educator TE, DW, NS 
Knowledge of- & exposure to TC and SC approaches TE, BG, DW, HT, NS 
Time (allotted class time and temporal point in teaching 
career) 
TE, BG, DW, HT, NS 
Teaching schedule TE, BG, DW, HT, NS 
Colleagues & administrators’ perception BG, NS 
Structuring learning (rehearsal/lesson norms) TE, BG, DW, NS 
 
All participants, except for Mrs. Tanner, cited their teaching approaches as a 
combination of TC and SC approaches. Mrs. Tanner described her teaching approach as, 
“multidimensional” to address students’ visual, aural, and kinesthetic learning modalities. 
Participants primarily used TC approaches to introduce new concepts and performance 
techniques. Participants felt SC approaches were appropriate when students had enough 
content knowledge and performance skills to share with peers. The factors listed in Table 
11 contributed to participants movement along the TC/SC continuum that Cuban (2009) 
has described. Participants felt they were more capable of implementing certain 
approaches when students, their school, or they (themselves) met certain conditions.  
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Recommendations for Orchestra Educators 
 This study was conducted with orchestra classroom pedagogy in public-school 
settings in mind. Although teacher- and student-centered learning was discussed, the 
purpose of this study was not to compare the efficacy of the two. A multiple-case study 
approach was used to examine five NYS public-school orchestra educators’ perceptions 
and experiences within their school setting. Having identified pedagogical influences and 
rationale of these educators, we are more informed of the educational nuances that shape 
pedagogical decisions.  
Time and Content 
 For many educators, time and content feels inextricably linked. Because educators 
cited a limited amount of allotted class time as a factor impeding SC instruction, 
educators should reconsider the level or amount of content presented in class. Some 
educators in this study used more SC approaches when they trusted their students’ ability 
to support one another and had more content knowledge. An issue here is that educators 
use more TC direct instruction when trying to fit more content (and sometimes more 
difficult content) in a certain amount of time. If educators planned less or easier content, 
educators might be more willing to experiment with various learning approaches in their 
given time. However, it is possible to explore new or seemingly difficult musical content 
with students through SC instruction. Ideally, educators would balance time and content. 
Educators in this study had experience anticipating student issues in rehearsal and 
worried about the additional time it would take for students to reach the same/similar 
outcome in SC instruction compared to TC instruction. Lowering the music content level 
within students’ Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978) might allow educators 
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to implement more SC instruction. Students will still need the aid of another person 
(educator/student) to reach the next level of knowledge. 
Philosophy of Orchestra 
 Orchestra can mean many things for educators and orchestra philosophy varies 
among educators. While educators justify their own teaching approach, public-schools 
are still accountable to state initiatives. NYSED’s (2017) learning standards for the arts 
listed, “traditional and emerging ensembles” as part of its music strands (p. 2). Now that a 
state agency has adopted guidelines recognizing various forms of music ensembles, 
educators could use this as an opportunity to develop their own student-led orchestra 
similar to that of the Orpheus Chamber Orchestra. Emerging ensembles can be viewed as 
an invitation from NYS to change. By showing young musicians a different approach to 
orchestra, our future musicians and educators might incorporate more democratic 
collaboration and SC learning. 
On the other hand, the question remains, are public-school orchestra educators 
interested or willing to adopt variations of orchestra? I am still associating orchestra with 
traditional TC practices whereas research participants have demonstrated SC practices 
within a traditional orchestra structure. Educators do not have to change or adopt 
variations of orchestra but can approach teaching orchestra differently from traditional 
paradigms. Nevertheless, a justified teaching approach seems more purposeful than one 
that is uninformed. 
Rapport with Students 
 Classroom management is important to all educators because student learning 
hinges on student cooperation. Student cooperation can mean many things (e.g., 
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willingness to work with peers, following directions, or behaving as needed to maintain 
safe learning environments/social norms). Cooperation requires some level of 
understanding between educators and students. Earning the trust of students requires 
listening and dialogue between educators and students. Everything I have written about 
rapport with students in this paragraph is not new, yet educators continue to wonder why 
TC approaches might discourage students when it comes to student engagement in 
rehearsal or practicing instruments at home.  
TC approaches requires less student input compared to SC approaches. Freire 
(2000) portrayed oppressive educators as those who, “fill” students with content as if 
students were, “receptacles” in what he called the, “banking concept of education” (p. 
71–72). If students are not encouraged to contribute in their learning process, they will 
become withdrawn from the learning process. Survey respondents in this study 
mentioned “sharing the joy of music with students.” Is it possible for educators to give a 
monologue to students and know how students feel about the experience? Participants 
expressed the need to build positive rapport and trust with students to achieve their SC 
vision.  
 Building rapport and trust can be in the form of dialogues with students when 
exploring music and how people interact in an orchestra setting. What do students know 
about the music they are about to play? How do students feel about giving comments to 
one another? Giving feedback to peers takes practice. The more students practice having 




Rapport with Colleagues 
Tenure, fitting in with teaching/school cultural norms, and meeting stakeholders’ 
expectations are of great concern because educators’ careers and longevity in the field 
depend on positive working relations with other professionals. As mentioned earlier, 
people have varying ideas of orchestra. Educators must have conversations with their 
colleagues and administrators about their vision of orchestra. What teaching approaches 
are being adopted in other disciplines that might apply to learning in orchestra? What 
does orchestral learning look like in the 21st century? At the time of this research, nearly 
one-quarter of the 21st century has already passed. 
Educators should also be able to justify teaching approach(es) that enables 
students to think independently. Reimer (1989) noted that students are part of the music 
making process by only performing in ways they have been told, and therefore have no 
artistic input in the process. Although orchestra as many people know it might have a 
conductor at the podium, orchestra was once an ensemble without a conductor in the 
15th, 16th, and early-17th centuries (Burkholder, Grout, & Palisca, 2014). Change is 
inevitable because new cohorts of students are different from the previous. YouTube has 
changed how content is consumed and produced. Scholars (Allsup, 2016; Frankel, 2010) 
and participants in this study have observed students learning to play other instruments 
from YouTube as a recreation.  
Sharing ideas with others who might disagree takes courage. This includes 
sharing SC approaches with colleagues and educators who support TC paradigms. By 
sharing ideas with colleagues, new and veteran educators might come to a better 




 Professional development was cited by participants as a way to learn more about 
SC approaches. Findings from this study suggest exposure to TC and SC approaches had 
an influence in participants’ SC instruction implementation. Currently, NYSED (2018) 
requires state certified teachers to complete 100 clock hours of Continuing Teacher and 
Leader Education (CTLE) training once every five years to maintain their certification. 
Educators must seek state approved CTLE training courses (e.g., accredited higher 
education graduate course, or workshops by education organizations recognized by 
NYSED). Educators are unable to document their observation of colleagues towards 
CTLE hours, no matter the value of such experience. 
Whether or not one reads this study as an issue of professional development, there 
are limitations and opportunities to be found in professional development. Educators 
might have limited resources/funding, release time from teaching duties, and/or workshop 
choices that addresses educators’ teaching needs or interest (Bowles, 2002). Nonetheless, 
orchestra educators should ask, “What do I not know about orchestra education?” and, 
“What types of workshops have I not attended yet?” Conkling (2007) found that pre-
service music educators learned to teach through, “access to exemplars of music-teaching 
practice, engagement in productive music-teaching activity, [and] collaborative 
reflection” (p. 45). However, learning to teach music should not be limited to replicating 
practices of more experienced educators (Conkling, 2007). Student populations, social 
norms, and technology will continue to change (Britzman, 2003; Campbell et al., 2010, 
2012). Conkling (2007) aptly summarized the paradox of professional development and 
predictability by writing:  
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   In a culture where curricula are standardized and demands for predictability are 
high, change in the practices of teaching may be a frightening prospect. But if we 
define learning as change to persons, to practices, and to communities of practice, 
then change is not only inevitable, but desirable. (p. 48) 
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 Ms. Shaw spoke of orchestra as, “one of the most amazing human constructed 
social pieces of art.” I echo her sentiment. While education is a field where people come 
together to learn about the past, present, and future, it is the future that matters most. So I 
am left wondering, how do we progress orchestra education? Are we trying to change the 
concept of orchestra? Why change an art form that has lasted for centuries? Wis (2007) 
raised a point of concern about the oppressive nature of how orchestras function. More 
specifically how many conductors and educators maintain attention on themselves while 
disregarding the intellectual and artistic contributions that orchestra musicians have to 
offer.  
 School systems turn a blind eye (not purposefully, but perhaps because 
administrators and stakeholders are unaware) to the oppressive nature of centralized 
leadership in orchestra education by emulating professional orchestras. First, grade-
school education consists of highly impressionable students. Second, not all grade-school 
students will enter the music profession as performers. Wis (2007) recalled a study done 
by Allmendinger, Hackman, and Lehman (1996) that surveyed professional symphony 
orchestra musicians and found that orchestra musicians ranked lower than federal prison 
guards in both general satisfaction and satisfaction with growth opportunities. Wis (2007) 
wrote, “How ironic and unfortunate that those at the height of their creative abilities can 
feel so powerless to use their gifts in meaningful, satisfying ways (p. xv). On the 
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contrary, Allmendinger et al. (1996) found professional string quartet musicians ranking 
the highest out of 13 professions in general satisfaction and satisfaction with growth 
opportunities. String quartets generally operate without a conductor as all members of a 
string quartet are soloists and leaders in their own regard. 
 Recreating the professional orchestra model in education is not ideal when we as 
educators try to promote learners to think for themselves. Overuse of TC approaches 
recreates conditions found in most professional orchestras operating within a traditional 
model. Perhaps this is why string quartet musicians ranked highest in general and growth 
satisfaction in Allmendinger et al.’s (1996) study. On the other hand, an excessive 
emphasis on SC approaches might bring about confusion among students, stakeholders, 
and school administrators. What if students aspire to become professional orchestra 
musicians? Then educators should maintain traditional approaches to help their students 
enter traditional orchestras. 
 An issue here is that many more questions are left unanswered. Further research is 
needed to understand the influences on orchestra pedagogy, how educators 
rationalize/justify pedagogical choice, and influences on the implementation of TC and 
SC instruction in music education. What are the perspectives of students? Do students 
aspire to become professional musicians? How do orchestra educators decide the balance 
of TC/SC approaches? Do students want to be more involved in the direction of their 
music education? How do educators feel about including students in creating lesson 
plans? How do students feel about being a part of the orchestra decision-making process? 
Why should orchestra educators consider or not consider students’ input in the learning 
process? With these questions in mind, I propose the following for further research: 
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1. Study of orchestra educators in other locations (states, regions, across the nation, 
countries) to gain a better understanding of influences, rationale/justification, and 
influences on TC/SC approaches. Findings from other settings may lead to a 
comparative study between various locations. How does educational policy, 
school structure, and/or learning culture in one state encourage or discourage 
educators from implementing their preferred pedagogical approach compared to 
another state? In addition to comparisons, having more information about issues 
educators face in their daily operation could help other educators navigate and 
rationalize their pedagogical choices. 
2. Longitudinal study of orchestra educators’ perspectives from this multiple-case 
study 10 to 20 years later. With changes in educational policy, technology, 
stakeholder interests, and student demographics, how might orchestra educators’ 
perspectives and teaching approach change or remain consistent over time? 
3. Study of secondary-school musicians’ perspectives of their participation in the 
ensemble learning process. Do secondary-school musicians feel more engaged in 
the music making and learning process through SC activities? How does SC 
learning in secondary schools encourage students to- or discourage students from 
pursuing music education and/or performance in higher education? 
4. Study of higher education professors’ perspective on the state of school and 
professional music ensembles. Is there a disconnect in what we teach pre-service 
music educators to teach and the types of music people generally consume? Why 




5. Study of professional orchestras to better understand their vision of orchestra in 
the coming decades. What are the musical and structural goals of today’s 
orchestra? What types of changes are orchestras willing to adopt in an effort to 
maintain interest in orchestral music? 
Epilogue 
 I was asked to think of the following questions when proposing this study: Why 
conduct this research? What do you intend to find? Who will this research benefit? I 
believe I am the ultimate beneficiary of this study. I entered this study feeling lost in 
orchestra education. In the short time since I started teaching public-school, I became 
frustrated in teaching/conducting orchestra. After having taught many cohorts of 
orchestra musicians to become dependent on the conductor, I realized my approach was 
uninspiring. I had difficulty realizing how disengaged my students were when all I 
needed to do was just ask for their feedback. I felt my teaching was at an all-time low. I 
had myself to blame. So isn’t it ironic that I choose to conduct a multiple-case study? 
Perhaps I needed convincing that contextual factors influenced my teaching approach. 
 Even though contexts influence how we teach, educators are the ones who make 
the final decisions on how content is shared with students. Educators must examine their 
own situations to make more informed decision about teaching approaches. Public-school 
educators will always contend with many influential facets of education (i.e., students, 
state standards, curricula, colleagues, administrators, and stakeholders). How educators 
view and negotiate with these facets of education might decide the levels at which they 
can implement their preferred pedagogical approaches. How educators decide to develop 
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Invitation Letter to Orchestra Educators 
 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
525 West 120th Street 





Dear Orchestra Educator, 
 
I am a doctoral student in Music and Music Education at Teachers College, Columbia 
University, currently working on my dissertation. Like yourself, I am a member of 
NYSSMA and an orchestra educator in the Nanuet Union Free School District. My 
research topic is: Influences on Orchestra Teachers’ Pedagogical Choices: A Multiple 
Case Study. I am writing to seek your participation in this research. Your experience and 
perspective in public school orchestra education will help highlight and address concerns 
of orchestral teaching methodology and improve orchestral education. Your contact 
information was retrieved from the 2017-18 NYSSMA membership directory (published 
in April 2018 School Music News). Additional contact information was retrieved from 
public school district websites and county level music educator association websites. All 
contact information remains confidential. This research has been approved by Teachers 
College, Columbia University’s Institutional Review Board (ref. protocol #19-093). 
 
Description of study: What influences your orchestra pedagogy? How do you 
rationalize/justify your pedagogical choice? How do you describe your teaching? 
 
Synopsis of recording/research procedure: Video record a minimum of thirty (30) 
minutes of orchestra lesson/rehearsal teaching, video record two (2) separate self-
reflections, share recordings with researcher, participate in one (1) interview 
(approximately 1-hour) with researcher based on teaching footage, and participate in a 
second interview (approximately 1-hour) about public school orchestral teaching 
(interviews will be held in person or through Internet video conferencing). 
 
Qualified/eligible and selected participants will receive a SONY HDRCX405/B 
Handycam Camcorder w/32GB accessory bundle (valued at $218.00 from Amazon.com) 
to use during the study and keep upon completion of the study. Camcorder bundle 









There is no penalty for not taking part in this research study and there are no foreseeable 
risks in participating. 
 
All survey responses, recorded lessons, recorded reflections, and interview reporting will 
remain confidential and identification of participants will remain anonymous. All survey 
and collected data will be stored in a password protected computer system. Please contact 
me at awf2127@tc.columbia.edu with any research related questions.  
 
Eligibility:  
• Over the age of 21 years 
• Currently teaching in a New York State public school orchestra educator at 
elementary, middle, and/or high school level 
• Currently hold a valid New York State initial or professional teaching 
certification in K-12 Music  
• Have a minimum of five (5) years orchestra teaching experience in New York 
State public school 
• Is able to provide consent from current school district for study participation (a 
letter will be provided to your school district explaining the study with Teachers 
College, Columbia University’s Institutional Review Board approval - reference 
protocol #19-093).  
 
If interested, please complete this brief survey:  
*** https://tccolumbia.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1zX5G7zeLYWQiK9 ***  
 
Please note, completing the survey does not indicate you have been selected for the study 
nor right to receive a SONY HD camcorder and bundle. Qualified participants will be 
contacted on or before December 15th, 2018 to confirm their eligibility and further 
participation. 
 
Your participation is greatly appreciated! Please contact me if you have any questions or 
concerns related to this research. Thank you for your time and musical support! 
 
-Alex Fung 
Doctoral Student, Music & Music Education 






Phase 1: Demographic Inventory Survey 
 
***First page of survey will be FORMAL INFORMED CONSENT TEXT*** 
Click here [ https://tccolumbia.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1zX5G7zeLYWQiK9 ] to give 
consent and enter the survey 
 
 
1. *Are you over the age of 21 years? Y/N 
 
2. *Do you currently teach orchestra in a New York State Public School? Y/N 
 
3. *What is the name of your school and school district you currently teach in? [fill 
in the blank] 
 
4. *What town and county is your school district located in? [fill in the blank] 
 
5. *What grade level orchestra do you teach? (check all that apply: choices from K-
12) 
 
6. *Do you hold a valid New York State initial or professional teaching certification 
in K-12 Music? Y/N 
 
7. *Please indicate the number of years you have taught public school orchestra in 
New York State (full time): (check choices: 0; 1 to 4; 5 to 9; 10 to 14; 15 to 19; 20 
to 24; 25 to 29; 30+) 
 
8. *Please list or describe what influences your orchestra classroom pedagogy. Why 
are these influences important to you? [fill in the blank]  
 
9. Please provide your contact if you are interested in participating in this research. 
All personal information submitted below is kept confidential. 
 
First Name: [fill in the blank] 
 
Last Name: [fill in the blank] 
 
Telephone Number: [fill in the blank] 
 









Informed Consent/Participant’s Rights 
 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
525 West 120th Street 





For Orchestra Educator, Participant 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: You are invited to participate in a research study 
titled: Influences on orchestra teachers’ pedagogical choices: a multiple case study. This 
study is being done to examine influences on current practicing orchestra educators’ 
pedagogical decision. You will be asked to record and reflect upon your 
classroom/rehearsal teaching. The main focus is on educators’ experiences and 
considerations when deciding and choosing an orchestra teaching methodology. You will 
be asked to record your teaching and reflection at your convenience within a four (4) 
week period and participate in two (2) interviews. The interviews will be transcribed, 
presented to you for validation and used for analysis in completing the research report. 
You will be asked to provide your orchestra lesson plan or curriculum plan. 
 
Data from interview and document review will be included in a dissertation. Once 
teaching video recordings and reflection recordings have been analyzed, they will be 
erased, and not be used for any other purposes. The research is conducted by Alex W. 
Fung, a doctoral student at Teachers College, Columbia University. 
 
RISK AND BENEFITS: Participation may benefit the field of teacher education to better 
understand factors that influence pedagogical decisions. You will gain added experience 
in teaching introspection by documenting your teaching, engaging in reflection, and 
discussing your teaching in interviews with the researcher.  
 
This is a minimal risk study, which means the harms or discomforts that you may 
experience are not greater than what you would ordinarily encounter in daily life while 
engaged in teaching or interacting in conversations. However, there are some risks to 
consider. You might feel embarrassed to discuss topics that you perceive as a momentary 
lapse in judgment. However, you do not have to answer any questions or divulge 
anything you don’t want to talk about. You can stop participating in the study at any time 
without penalty. You might feel concerned that things you say might get back to your 
principal. You will still be eligible to receive the SONY HD camcorder if you decide not 
to answer some research questions. However, keeping of the audio-visual recording 
device package is contingent on the completion of participation events listed above. 
Incompletion of any part of the participation events listed above will result in forfeiture 




The researcher is taking precautions to keep your information confidential and prevent 
anyone from discovering or guessing your identity, such as using a pseudonym instead of 
your name and keeping all information on a password protected computer and locked in a 
file drawer.  
 
PAYMENTS: You will not be paid to participate; however, an audio-visual recording 
device package is provided to you for use during the study and to keep free of charge 
upon full completion of participation. Audio-visual recording device package contains: a 
digital camcorder, a camcorder battery, a tripod, a charger, a 32GB memory card, and a 
carrying case. There are no costs to you (other than time) for taking part in this study.  
 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: The researcher will keep all 
written materials in his residency, locked in a desk drawer and in a secure location. Any 
electronic or digital information (including audio-visual recordings) will be stored on a 
password protected computer system. Audio-visual recordings will be transcribed and the 
audio-visual recordings will then be destroyed after analysis. There will be no record 
matching your real name with your pseudonym. You will not be personally identified in 
this study. You and your institution will be assigned a pseudonym that will be used 
throughout your participation in this study. In accordance to Teachers College research 
regulations, transcribed data will be kept in a desk drawer in a secure location for five (5) 
years after the completion of the study. Transcribed data will be destroyed after five (5) 
years after the completion of the study. 
 
INVOLVEMENT: You will be asked to complete a short nine (9) item survey 
questionnaire, video record a minimum of thirty (30) minutes of your teaching, 
video/voice record two (2) reflection memorandums (of any length), submit teaching and 
reflection recordings to researcher for analysis, participate in an audio/visually recorded 
video stimulated recall (VSR) interview, and participate in an audio/visually recorded in-
depth interview. The recorded interview will be written (transcribed) for analysis and 
deleted after analysis. If you do not wish to be audio and visually recorded, you will not 
be able to participate. The VSR interview will take approximately one (1) hour. The in-
depth interview will take approximate one (1) hour. You will be given a pseudonym or 
false name to keep your identity confidential. You will be asked to provide your orchestra 
lesson plan or curriculum plan. 
 
Video recording of your teaching and reflection will take place within one month of 
agreeing to participate in this study at a time that is convenient to you. Video recording of 
your teaching should be of your orchestra lesson and/or rehearsal class. The VSR 
interview will also take place within this one-month period (to be determined by you and 
the researcher). The in-depth interview will take place two weeks after the VSR 
interview. A video recording device will be provided to you free of charge to use during 




You are the focus of the video teaching episode/footage. If a student wishes to remain out 
of video recording range, you are free to position the video recording device at angles 
that prevent the recording device from capturing a particular student’s image.  
 
HOW RESULTS WILL BE USED:  
The results of this study will be used in my dissertation and for educational purposes. 
Results may be published in journals and presented at academic conferences. Your 
identity will be removed from any data you provide before publication or use for 
educational purposes.  
 
PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS 
• I have read and discussed the informed consent with the researcher. I have had ample 
opportunity to ask questions about the purposes, procedures, risks and benefits 
regarding this research study.  
• I understand that my participation is voluntary. I may refuse to participate or 
withdraw participation at any time without penalty.  
• The researcher may withdraw me from the research at his or her professional 
discretion. 
• If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been 
developed becomes available which may relate to my willingness to continue my 
participation, the investigator will provide this information to me.  
• Any information derived from the research study that personally identifies me will 
not be voluntarily released or disclosed without my separate consent, except as 
specifically required by law. 
• I should receive a copy of the Informed Consent document. 
 
My signature means that I agree to participate in this study 
 
Print name: _________________________________ Date: ______________________ 
 




Consent form to parents/legal guardians of minor students who may be recorded by 
participants 
 
[Bracket areas are for participants to complete] 
Dear Parent/Guardian, 
 
This is a letter to inform you of my participation in a research study. The research is being 
conducted by a doctoral student from Teachers College, Columbia University. Teachers College, 
Columbia University Institutional Review Board (IRB) has authorized the researcher to conduct 
this study. The focus of the research is on my orchestra classroom pedagogy.  
 
I have been asked to submit video footage of my orchestra teaching. Although I am the focus of 
this research study, your child’s image may be captured during the recording process. The 
researcher does not require images of students so precautions (listed below) will be made to 
limit/prevent students’ exposure. Your child’s name will not appear in any documents, nor will 
your child’s identity be shared with the researcher. 
 
Precautions to limit/prevent students’ video exposure: 
1. Video recording device will be placed at a distance where students cannot be identified. 
2. Video recording device will be positioned to only focus on me (the teacher). 
3. Video recording device will be positioned behind students to avoid capturing students’ faces. 
4. Students will be asked to face forward towards me throughout the recording session. 
 
Samples of student work and photographs of students will not be shared with the researcher. My 
teaching approach and interactions with students in orchestra class is the primary focus of the 
research study.  
 
By providing permission on the back of this letter, you are granting permission to include audio-
visual recordings of your child and you are releasing the researcher from all claims (including 
invasion of privacy) in connection with such use. 
 
If you agree to your child’s participation in the activities as outlined in the manner described 
above, please complete and sign the release form on page two. I will retain this form documenting 
your permission but may provide it to the researcher upon request. If you do not consent to your 
child’s participation, your child will be out of view (“edited out”) in the sharing of audio-visual 
recordings with the researcher. Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. Thank 
you very much for your time, patience, and support for your child’s music education. 
 
Sincerely, 
[Participant’s Name, Position/Title] 
[Participant’s Telephone contact] 
[Participant’s Email Contact] 






Grantor Name:           
   (Parent/Guardian – please print) 
 
Child’s Name:           
   (Student’s name – please print) 
 
School/Teacher: [Participant’s school district / Participant’s name]  
 
I am the parent/legal guardian of the child named above. I have received and read your 
letter regarding student work and audio-visual recording of students.  
 
I hereby authorize [Participant’s name Mr./Mrs./Ms.  ] to use (in whole or 
in part) the material described above, including all audio-video footage taken of my child 
and/or recording made of my child’s voice and/or written extraction of such recordings 
for the purposes of educational research. I release [Participant’s name Mr./Mrs./Ms. 
  ] from any claims that may arise regarding the use of my child’s image, 
including any claims of defamation, invasion of privacy, or infringement of moral rights, 
rights of publicity, or copyright.  
 
I have read and understood this agreement and I am over the age of 18.  
 
 












If you do not give permission to [Participant’s name Mr./Mrs./Ms.   ] to 
record your child’s image, please check this box: ☐ Your child will be shielded from 








Phase 3: Video Stimulated Recall (VSR) Interview Protocol 
 





***Turn on recording device*** 
 
“Thank you for meeting with me today. My name is Alex 
Fung. Would you please state your name?” Participant.  
 
“Thank you. The purpose of our interview is to talk about 
your recorded orchestra lesson/rehearsal, your pedagogical 
approach, and how you characterize your teaching. This 
information will be shared with my research advisor and 
reported in my dissertation. Your real identity will not be 
disclosed, and you will be assigned a pseudonym in all 
written reports. Before we continue, do I have your 
permission to record this interview?” Participant.  
 
If, at any time, you feel you want to stop the interview, 
please let me know and we will stop. Do you have any 






Educator profile and 
orchestra program 




1. What inspired you to become an orchestra educator? 
 
2. Please describe your own music education. 
 
3. How many years have you been teaching orchestra? 
 
4. What is your orchestra teaching responsibility in a 
typical week? Follow-up: What additional orchestra 
class do you teach beyond rehearsals and group 
lessons? 
  
5. What other courses do you teach in addition to orchestra 
in your school district? 
 





7. What types of orchestra/music events do your students 
experience in a school year? Follow-up: ask if not 
mentioned: winter/spring concerts, NYSSMA solo, 
NYSSMA all-county, outside performance venues, 
community services, special opportunities such as peer 
mentoring or Tri-M Honor Society. 
 
 
Video Stimulated Recall 
 
Influences on orchestra 
pedagogy 
(Research Question 1) 
 
 
8. Please describe what happened in this lesson. 
 
9. What was the goal of this lesson? 
 
10. What did you consider when planning this lesson? Cite 
examples from previous dialogue if needed (i.e., concert, 
student requests, etc…) 
 
 
Video Stimulated Recall 
 
Pedagogical Rationale 
(Research Question 2) 
 
 
11. Why did you consider these factors for this lesson? 
 
12. Why was this the best pedagogical approach at the time?  
 
13. Did you consider other teaching approaches for this 
lesson? 
 








implementation of TC 
and/or SC instruction 
(Research Question 3) 
 
 
15. If you had the chance, how would you have done this 
lesson differently? 
 
16. What hurdles prevented you from achieving this ideal 
approach? 
 






18. Is there anything you would like to add to our 
discussion? Follow-up: Please elaborate on that point. 
 
19. Thank you for your time and sharing your teaching! We 
will have a second interview to talk about your 
orchestral pedagogy in two weeks. 
 
 




Phase 4: In-depth Interview Protocol 
 





***Turn on recording device*** 
 
“Thank you for meeting with me today. My name is Alex 
Fung. Would you please state your name?” Participant.  
 
“Thank you. The purpose of our interview is to talk about 
your pedagogical approach, pedagogical rationale, and how 
you characterize your teaching. This information will be 
shared with my research advisor and reported in my 
dissertation. Your real identity will not be disclosed, and you 
will be assigned a pseudonym in all written reports. Before 
we continue, do I have your permission to record this 
interview?” Participant.  
 
If, at any time, you feel you want to stop the interview, 
please let me know and we will stop. Do you have any 






Influences on orchestra 
pedagogy 
(Research Question 1) 
 
 
1. How would you describe your orchestra pedagogy, your 
teaching approach? 
 





(Research Question 2) 
 
 





implementation of TC 
and/or SC instruction 
(Research Question 3) 
 
 
4. Do you feel your teaching approach is mostly teacher-
centered, student-centered, or a combination of both? 
 





6. Do you feel compelled to use more teacher-
centered/direct instruction as opposed to student-
centered approaches? 
 
7. Why do you feel compelled to use more TC versus SC 
approaches? 
 
8. (If participant use little or no SC) What impedes your 
ability to use more student-centered approaches? 
 
9. (If participant use more SC) How are you more able to 
use SC approaches? What enables you to become more 
student-centered in your approach?  
 
10. (If 8) What influences you to use more teacher-centered 
approaches? 
 






pedagogical style  
 




12. What is your ideal teaching approach? 
 
13. What would help you achieve your ideal teaching 
approach? 
 
14. Are there factors/influences that can be addressed? 
 
15. How could these factors/influences be addressed to help 






16. Is there anything you would like to add to our 
discussion? Follow-up: Please elaborate on that point. 
 









Phases and Progression of Study 
 
Phase Start Date M/D/Y 
End Date 
M/D/Y 
Conducted pilot study 6/24/18 7/15/18 
Gathered contact information of New York State public-
school orchestra educators from 2018 NYSSMA directory 8/1/18 8/26/18 
Generated research proposal 8/15/18 10/22/18 
Conducted peer review of research proposal with research 
sponsor and doctoral colleagues 9/18/18 10/16/18 
Presented research proposal to research sponsor and faculty 10/23/18 10/23/18 
Revised research proposal 10/23/18 11/13/18 
Submitted research proposal to IRB for approval 11/13/18 11/27/18 
Emailed research participation invitation to NYSSMA 
orchestra educators 11/30/18 12/1/18 
Prospective research participants responded to demographic 
inventory survey 11/30/18 12/9/18 
Communicated with qualified research participants to secure 
participation commitment 12/8/18 2/16/19 
Met with committed research participants to obtain signed 
research participation consent forms and to provide 
participants with recording equipment 
12/22/18 1/21/19 
Emailed video tutorials on camcorder operation and secure 
file sharing options 12/24/18 1/21/19 
Provided participants with research participation checklist 1/18/19 1/21/19 
Received participants’ teaching documents, video recorded 
lessons, video/voice recorded self-reflections 1/15/19 2/21/19 
Conducted document review, made teaching observation 
field notes, transcribed participants’ self-reflections 1/15/19 2/22/19 
Conducted in-person/internet video conference interviews 1/31/19 2/27/19 
Transcribed interviews 1/31/19 3/1/19 
Coded and analyzed interview data 2/4/19 3/16/19 
Conducted member checks with participants 2/23/19 3/19/19 
Drafted written report of individual case study findings – 
Chapter IV 2/4/19 3/19/19 
Drafted written report of cross-case analysis – Chapter V 3/1/19 3/31/19 
Drafted written report of discussion – Chapter VI 3/20/19 3/31/19 
Drafted written report of summary – Chapter VII 3/27/19 3/31/19 
Conducted peer review of findings, cross-case analysis, and 
discussion chapters with research sponsor and doctoral peers  4/16/19 4/23/19 






Mrs. Ebert’s Seventh & Eighth Grade Orchestra 





Mrs. Ebert’s Seventh & Eighth Grade Orchestra 























































































Ms. Shaw’s Middle School Orchestra Curriculum 
 
 
